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In April, 1793, the Commander-in-Chief of
the Army of the North, General C.F. Dumouriez, first
attempted to lead his army against.Paris, and then defected
to the Austrian lines. It was alleged at the time that he
had ;;ted in concert with those deputies of the National
Convention who are commonly called the Girondins, and with
whom he was said to have had a close relationship previously,
particularly in the formation ard policy of the so-c;iled
Patriot Ministry early in 1792. This view 1s still widely
accepted, having the support of such noted modern historians
as Lefebvre, Rudé and J.M. Thompson. It is also supported
in various monographs, such as those of R.M. Brace and
R. Brouillard.

The present inquiry was initially based on the
assumption that this fnterpretation was valid and that
fgrther light might be cast upen it by an'examination of
the part played by Jean-Paul Maraf in exposing Dumourieq's
treasonable intentions. Examination of the situation in
1792-1793, however, compelled the author to question the
validity of the supposed association itself. This arose
as a result of-the fact that the origin of the charge of an
associdtion was eésily enough found, but the substance of

an associstion was not to be found.

L}
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On the morning of April Lth, 1793, the Commander-
in-Chief of the French Army o‘\the North, General Dumouriez,
left his camp at the baths of Saint-Amand to ride to Condé.
He had heard that the military and civilian inhabitants of
this fortress were in a state of great anxiety on the
question of his pending march against the National Convention
and he hoped by a personal appearance to win their support -
for his cause. About a league from Condé Dumouriez and
his éggé-mgjor,'including the Duke of Chartres, the future
Louis-Philippe, encountered a battalion of volunteers en
route for Valenciennes and under the command of Davout,
the future Marshal of the Empire.:” "Where are you going?",
asked Dumouriez, "To Valenciennes'", was the reply. '"No,
you are going to Cond&,' said Dumourieéz as he separated
himself from their midst to write a formal order to that
effect. The volunteer; grew restless, menacingj; the soldiers

had heard of the Convention's decree ordering his arrest.

"Shouts rang out: '"Arréte, arréte, a bas les traitres!";

shots were fired and, led by Davout's call to 'save the
Republic", the volunteers ran towards Dumouriez. The general

scrambled onto his horse and galloped to the Austrian lines

-with the mounted volunteers in hot pursuit. Four of his

‘party were killed and one captured.1

' f

1. A. Chuquet, Pumouriez (Péris, 1914), pp. 217-219,

7

«§ ’ ‘ o >



\ and

v v W (TR R GTAT.

Ty v T e TTTYT YT VwYT T T ot —w ey & ~

Unfortunately for writers in searkh of the
dramatic, Dumouriez returned the next morning and, on
finding he had lost the support of much of his army; turned
and rode unharassed back to the Austrian camp. On this
anticlimatic note the French military and political career
of General Dumouriez came to an end and an-almost thirty
year exile began. ‘

History has best remembered Dumouriez for his
counter-revolutionary activities during late March and
early April of 1793, a state of affairs decried by his two
most important blographers, J. HolMand Rose and Arthur
Chuquet. Yet History may be forgiven for this spotlight
on the general's treason (and technically he was guilty
Bf treason) as by his gction and by his failure, Dumouriez
invoked passions that must invariably turn on the writer's
interpretation of the French Revolution. If Dumouriez has

received an, on balance, hostile historiography, this might,

then, say rather more about historians' interpretations

\ of the Revolution than it does about their interpretation

of Dumouriez's role in the Revolution. As only one historian
in the survey about to be conducted wrote flatly in support

of Dumouriez's plot, it would be instructive to see how

N

2s- Ibid., pp. 222-223., Dumouriez died in England
in 1823, .

M
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historians ha&e interpretgd Dumouriez's political career
and assocciations during 1792 and 1793.

Mignet and Thiers, who wrote their respective »
histories of the Revolution during the Restoration, were
the first major historians to devote a significant amount )
of attention to Dumouriez. Both men argued that Dumouriez
was bereft of political conviction and/rejecged the claim
made in Dumouriez's then recently published memoirs that

3

he had been a supporter of the Bourbons. In early spring

of 1793, they argued, Dumouriez was an Orleanist.hr While

the two historians considered the general's flight to the
Austrians to have accelerated the downfall of the '"girondins",
neither felt Dumouriez to have been associated with them

since the collapse of the Patriot Ministry.s On the question
of the appointment of the Ministry, Mignet asserted that the
"girondins" had been responsible for Dumouriez's nomination
but Thiers maintained that Dumouriez had sufficient royalist

support to obtain a post regardless of '"girondin" opinion.6

%. M.A. Thiers, Histoire de 1a Révolution

frangaise (8 vols.: Paris, 1 , 11, 56. M. Mignet,

Histoire de la Révolutjon francaise (Paris, 1886), pp.

237-238. Dumouriez's memoirs were published in 1é22.
4. Thiers, IV, 15. Mignet, p. 372.

5. -Thiers, II, 60, 80-81; 111, 6§, 78; IV, L42.
Mignet, p. 249.

6. Mignet, p. 237. Thiers, 11, 56-60,

B e
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In any event, Mignet and Thlers were adamant that any
assoéiation that might have obtained was broken by the end
of the Ministry and was never reconciled thereafter.

As dissatisfaction with Louis-Philippe's reign
grew, 1t was not surprising that historians should become

more critical of Dumouriez, the king's former military

~associate. Like Mignet and Thiers, Michelet, Lamartine

and Michaud considered Dumouriez to have been without

political conviction but, at the time of his flight, ?o‘
have espoused Orleanism as an avenue for his ambition.7
Louis Blanc did not address the issue of Orleanism but
did amplify Mignet's contention that "the Gironde" had
raised Dumouriez to the Ministfy: "l'impérieuse Gironde

lul (Louis XVI)'imposa comme ministre des affaires étrangéngs

Dumouriez, qui avait Gensonn& pour ami et Brissot pour

prgngur“.S Nonetheless, sa*d Blanc, the association was
short-lived and was not renewed.9 Lamartine and Michaud

saw Dumouriez as an Orleanist since Valmy but, argued :

2
7. J. Michelet, ngg ire de 12 RévoLuLiog ﬁ:gggaigg
(9 vols.: Paris, 1849), 111 3733 V, 316, 393-299.
La@artine Histo Giro (5 vols. : Paris, 1881)
101102, 10'5’-103£ 165111of 133.” T.G. Michaud, Vie
b t pri de Louis-Phili d'Orlgans (Paris, 18%9)
pPp. 54-6L. .

8. Louis Blanec, Histo Revo on f ,
(10 vols.: Paris, 1854), VI, 296-297, !

9. Ibid., pp. 368-371. -
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"charges fof complicify.

Lamartine, Dumouriez tried to work with the 'Girondins" in
. .

January to save Louls from the scaffold only to find them

too irresolute to help.10

Michelet was highly critical of Dumouriez and,

to the extent that he considered the géneral to be political,

claimed he was Orleanist in the spring of 1793.11‘ However,
Michelet ﬁas far more interested in Dumouriez's associa-
tion with the "girondins" than his predecessors had been.

He did not interpret the collapse of the Patriot Ministry

~as a definitive break in their association for, publicly,

the "girondins" were forced to support Dumoufiez as "1'homme
necessaire, le general ggigug".12 This public, though not
private, association, said Michelet, placed responsibility
for Dumourfez's actions on the "girondins" who, by failing

to act dekisively in the crisis, added further to Jacobin
» 13
Quinet, writing in exile under the Second Empire,
interpreted Dumouriez as having been a self-serving general

who was responsible for a great deal of grief: "he saved

himéelf; but he lost Custine, Biron, Houchard, Beauharnais

10. Michaud, p. 54. Lamartine, IV, 101-102, 108.
11. Michelet, ITI, 3733 V, 398-399.

12. Ibid., V, 331. : o

13. Ibid., IV, 220, 360; V, 312-313, 321-322.

L
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and so many others. Above all he lost the g’rondins, gﬁilty

o? having b@lieved for a moment in his fidelity'". ™ Beyond
a circumstantial association, that of.having served in the
sam nistry as three "giroﬁdins"pIhmwuriez was not
asdocligted with the "girondins”.15

-Albert Sorel, writing_at Qpe end of the nine-
teenth century, was far more exhaustive in his study of
Dumouriez than any of the previously-noted historians.
The result of his research placed him squarely %n th
tradition of Thiers, save the Orleans issue, anéﬁduinet:
Dumouriez was an ambitious, politically unscrupﬁlg;s
individual who used anyone or any group to further his own
ends. "Dumouriez finished as he began," concluded Sorel,

"a nomadic adventurer".16 Apgpt from his add iction for

adventure, Sorel argued that the general d4id not understand

his times, the mood of the French or the Revolution and

this, more than anything else, was the cause of Dumouriez's

downfall.17
§ Edgar Quinet, Lg Révo;ut;on (2 vols.: Paris,
1869) , 456 . -
15. Ibid., pp- 312-31?.‘ ) e

16. Albert Sorel, L' rop
frangaise (8 vols.: Paris, "1973

17. 1bid., II, 4235 III, (336, 360. Sorel noted
that there had been the appearance "o Dumouriez—-"Girondin”
association but that it had not existed. Ibid., III, h11.
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Thus, one would concfide on the basis of this
survey18 that Dumouriez was largely) apolitical. Only .
' 1 9
A

. . had made any case that Dumouriez did have politiecal .

Lamartine and Michaud, both highly suspect historians,

convictions. Michélétzhad addressed the Jacobin charges
of 1793 that Dumouriez was associated with the ”girondi;s”
and had concluded that thelr publlc support gave the
appearance of such an assdc1at10n but that, in reality,

no such association existég\qszond the Ministry. Opinion
among all these historlans was universal, Dumouriez w=as

e not a leading polltlcal figure nor had he subscribed to

ény political faction for any great g7riod of time.

18.. It 1s, unfortunately, not a complete one.
An effort was made by the writer to obtmin the following
“- books which, had they arrived in time, might have alteredw
ALhe conclusions drawn concerning nineteenth century
historiaps and Dumouriez. The books and -articles are:

> - Ledieu, Le g§ néral Dumouriez et Reévolution francais
, (Paris, n.d.j);-A. Maurin, B;oggg%ng de Dugogrigz aris,
. , 1848) 5 A. Montchanln umourjez (Paris, 1t ; A. Sorel,
"La Defection de Dumouriez” Revue des Deux Mondes,
v (August, 1884)3 A. Sorel; "Bumouriez: un général diplomate
: \ 838£§mps de 1la Revolutlon", Revue des Dewx Mondes, (August,
: 1

19. For Lamartine, see: M.J. Sydenham, The
.~ Girondins (Westport, Ct., 1976) pp. 5-7. Michsud's
history was a hlghly unfavorable account of the life of
the recently dethroned LouissPhilippe.

“ ’ N



\ g

X

" This interpretstion wa$ challenged in the

-twentieth century. Kropotkin began this process by intro-

ducing Dumouriez to his readers as '"the Girondist General
(who) was already (in late 17%1) pletting with the king"
to check the progress of the ﬁevolutiOu.QO By October,
1792, claimed Kropotkin, Dumouriez had abandoned the
Bourbons in favour of Orldans and in January, 1793, '"was
closely connected with the Girondins”.21 This Ponnection
lasted through the spring, as proved by the support given
Dumouriez "in the Girondin press" by "the journalist
friends'of Dumouriezt22 K;opotkin implied but did not
state that the "Girondins" were implicéted in Dumouriez's
insurrection.

Chuquet and Holland Rose wrote their biographies
of Dumouriez within a decade of each other. Hollsnd Rose
viewed Dumouriez as a man far superior to the Revolution
in general and the criminal Jacobins in parzgcular.

Announcing that "the time of herocics about the French

[

20. Peter Kropotkin, The Great French Revolution
(New York, 1971), p. 236. -

21. Ibid., pp. 326, 381.
22. Ibid., p. 38k.
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‘Revolution is past” and that "the rhapsodist, Michelet,

-has"giﬁen place to the analyst, Taine”?23 Holland Rose
excusea tngxutechnical treason'" on the following grounds:J
'to lead an army against such a Government (the Convention)
can scarcely be styled "= treasonable act...What armed

force has made, armed force can unmake”.zu Dumouriez,
asserted Holland Rose, was, throughout, a loyal supporter
of the Bourbon monarchy and had sought to enlist the
support of the "Girondins" in October and Jgnuery to that
cause only to be repulsed by them.25 Chuguet did hot echo
Holland Rose's exercise in hagiography but was, nonetheless,
higﬁly sympathetic to his subject. Dumouriez wanted order,
asserted Chuquet, and saw himself flummoxed at every turn
by the il1l-advised decrees of the Convention: Totally
exaspgrated, he turned to the expedient of a Bourbon
restoration.26. Like Holland Rose, Chuquet viewed the
"girondins" as havimg* missed Dﬁmoug}gz‘s superior vision

A
of the Revolution: "il jugesgit que la direction de la

Révolution leur €chappait" and so broke with them during

-

23. J. Holland Rose and A.M. Boradley, Dumourigg

and the Defence of England Agsinst Napoleon (London, 190
p. 485.

24, Ibid., p. 482
25. Ibid., pp. 132-133, 15k,
26. Chuquet, pp. 164-165, 181-182.
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the Patriot Ministry.27

Louis Madelin and Georges Lefebvrq\gii/?ot inter-
pret Dumouriez's career as favourébly 2s his biographers
had and challenged their Qiews on his association with the
"girondins". Madelin frankly considered that Dumouriez
owed his ministerial appointmeqt and subsequent militery
rise to the ”Girondins”.28 The insurrection was Dumouriez's
alone but as "close associates! and "friends" of Dumouriez
and having "accepted the policy of conguest™ "on his
account", the "Girondins'" were "overwhelmed and ruined"
by his"”treachery”.29 Lefebvre's interpretotion of
Dumouriez during the Ministry was that he used the "Girondins"
to gain power then broke with them for his goal was "to
conduct a brief war, then use his victorious army to
restore royal power and govern in the king's name."
Having said that and notﬁing further on a Dumouriez-"Girondin"
association, Lefebvre asserted that the general's "treason"

had "eommromised" the "Girondins" because of "their close

27. Chuquet, pp. 91, 137.

28. Louis Madelin, The French Revolution (London,
1933), p. 333. ’

29. Ibid., pp. 315, 328, 333.

30. Gearges Lefebvre, The French Reyolutjon
(2 vols., New York, 1964), I, 225. '




11

connection with him". "Nor can it be doubted", continued
Lefebvre, "that those who exploited his name would have

applauded the success of his coup d'étet".31

J.M. Thompson, Albert Goodwin and George Rude”
presented Dumouriez essentially as his own man but felt
obliged to speak of an associationwith the "Girondins".
Thompson considered the general "a party leader...who
tprned against his own friendsa;32 Goodwin concluded that
Dumouriez was not a "Girondin" although he '"had been so.
clasely identified with Girondin policy both as a minister
and as a general that his former political associates in
the Convention found it difficult to repudiate the charge
of complicity in his treason”.lz\ For“Rude: Dumouriez
was a man of the ”Briééotin conﬁgxion" who gained his
ministerial post because of that connection. No further
mention of ,this connection was made until the narretive
of Dumouriez's "treason" when Rude stated that "as close

associates of the general" the "Girondins" were more

IS
Py

31. Georges Lefebvre, The French Revglution
(2 vols., New York, 1964), IT, L8.

32. J.M. Thomﬁson, Leaders of the F-ench Revolution
(New York, 1968), p. 264.

?3. Albert Goodwin, The French Revolution (New
York, 1965), pp. 118-119, 150,




I

3k

exposed to recriminations than were th§ Jacobins. ,
However the most exhaustive and specialized

study of Dumouriez&in this survey of twentieth- century Q%‘

historians was undertaken in the early 1950's by R.M. ‘

Brace. As the title of the resultant srticle éugge ts

"General Dumouriez and the Girondins 1792-1793", Brnce

*

X

concluded that there was an assocliation between the tw
Between Dumouriez and thg Girondin leaders
: there had been a lialison™of some duration
which on occasion was troubled and uncertsin.
The basis of this alignment was self-interest
on both sides, and its strains had come at 35
periods when interests could not be reconciled
Tracing this liaison through 1792 and 1793 Brece con-
jectured that "there were Girondins who wanted to turn the
_clock back to the constitution of 1791" who, if not
involved in the'Dumouriez plot", might have supported it.36
In any event, as 'the Girondins...had so completely linked
their future wﬂﬂ?ﬁﬂmm,of Dumouriez", they were "the
logical recipients of accusations ranging from treason and

. royalism to-blind stupidity”.37 As they were unable to respord to these

charges, the "treason""contributed to the consolidation of

34. George Rude, Revolutionary Europe 1783 1&¥5
(London, 1971), pp. 129, 135.

35. R M. Brace, "General Dumouriez and the
Girondins 1792 1793", American Historical Review, LVI, No. 3
(April, 1951), L493.

36. Ibid., 509.
37. Ibid., 504, 508.
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the formidable opposition to the Girondin leadership"
and "shortened the Girondire' time, which was already
running olit, 38

The reader can appreciate the evident contra-

diction between the historians of the nineteenth and

twentieth centuries. Was Dumouriez an Orleanist, "Girondin"

or opportunist? As this question warrants investigation
go too does i1t warrant sharper definition. The thesis
of Orleanism has not received serious attention since
Michaud's work in 1849 and for two reasons: the Bourbon-

Orléans debate was one that corresponded to political

disputes during the Restoration and July Monarchy years

'and was given life because of that debate; secondly, the

thesigxﬁs based on an "if", as Thiers pointed out: if
Dumouriez had succeeded he would haveuplaced Chaxtres on
the throne. As Dumouriez did not succeed, it would be
fruitless to pursue an unanswerable question. The oppor-

tunist thesis has received consistent, if at times quali-

fied, support, while the ”Girondin” one 1s wholly twentieth

century, rendering them both worthy of investigation.

38. R.M. Brace, "General Dumouriez and the Girondins

1791-4793" American Historical Review, LVI, No. 3 (April
1951)§ 509. .

\
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I§is the purpose of (this thesis, therefore,
to examine the relationship between General Dumauriez
and the "Girondins" during the period from March, 1792,
to April, 1793. This examination may contribute to the
resolution of the controversy surrounding Dumouriez's
political sympathies. However, inextricably involved
here i; a much larger controversy, that of the existence,
or non-existence,‘of the Y'Girondin party'". For reasons
of clarity, the use of "Girondin" in the title of this
thesis is imperative, but. the writer's imvestigation
has confirmed the view that no such part& existed. As’
a consequence, the term'Brissotin" is used throughout;
the term implying a consensus among Brissot, Vergniaud, «
Guajet and ‘Gensonné. Any other individuals referred
to as supporters, on particular issues, will be so inter-
preted on the basis of Dr. Sydenham's conclusions in

The Girondins.3?

39. Sydenham, pp. 228-229.
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The Patriot Ministry was formed while France
was on the verge of a momentous undertaking: war. Since
the fall of 1791 the war fever had been growing steadily
cat%hing royalist, Feuillant and Jacobin opinion in its
rise and reducing opposing voices to isolation. Each
segment of the political spectrum felt that a war could
be used for its advantage: the royalists saw war as a
means of’éounter—revolution; the Feulllants as a means of
halting the revolutionary tide and restoring conservatism;
the Jacobins as a means of forcing Louis XVI to decide
for or against the Revolution and of rallying the nation.
With pressure steadily mounting, war spproached apace.1
There were, however, some obstacles to surmount.
Austria was not anxious for war nor were some of the king's
advisors, notably Barnave, the Lameths and more importantly
Delessart, the Minister for Foreign Affairs. The solution

to these problems, as seen by Brissot and the Jacobins,2

1. This narrafive on the march to war was culled
from Goodwin, pp. 116-118; Rude’, pp. 126-129; and M.J.
Sydenham, The French Revolutiqn (New York, 1966), pp.:90—9h.

2. On the war question Brissot, a member of the
Jacobin Society at this time, was far more representative
of Jacobin opinion in general than was Robespierre. In fact,
it would be exceedingly difficult to distinguish between
Jacobins and "Girondins" in the spring of 1792. The Patriot
Ministry, -said Lefebvre, "was the germ of the mortsl duel
between Mountain and Gironde'. Lefebvre, I, 225.
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was to exert pressure on Louls to adopt a much more }
bellicose attitude towards Austria. This they did by
repeatedly criticising the king and his ministers in the
Legislative Assembly and by denouncing the "Austrian
Committee'" as a counter-revolutionary body at Court.
Circumstances favoured the apparently all-
encompassing war party. In early March Emperor Leopold
IT of Austria died,elevating the more war-inclined Francis
II to the throne and, in Paris, Louis was ill-advised
enough to precipitate a crisis by dismissing Narbonne,
the Minister of War.3 Spurred on by this dismissal the
Jacobins called Delessart!to the bar of the Assembly to
account for his diplomatic activities with Austria and,
outraged to learn that he had been\wérking to avoid war
by ignoring Austrian communications hostile and insultiﬁg‘ﬁ

to the nation, the constitution and the Revolution, he

was impeached. Fearing a similar fate all but one of the
[

3. Louis, Count of Narbonne-Lara was named to the
War Ministry on December 6., 1791 perhaps due to the influence
of his mistress Madame de étaél. Louis found him intolerable
but he enjoyed some popularity with the Jacobins. Brace, p.

4. Antoine de Valdec de Lessart served under Necker
in 1789-1790 and then held the Finance post himself in 1790.
The following year he moved to the Interior until being
appointed November 30th, 1791 to Foreign Affairs. He was
imprisoned as a result of this impeachment and killed during

the September Massacres. One source, Masson's Le Départgment
des affaires &trangeres, claims that Brissot's attack on

Delessdrt was based on notes furnished by Dumouriez. Cited
in Eloise Ellery, Brissot de Warville (Boston, 1915), p. 146.

493.
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s minlsters resigned.
In this situation the king had but two choices:
defy the Assembly and appoint Feuillant ministers or accede
to the Assembly and appoint ministers acceptable to 1it.

>
Louisytook the second course and, as was customary, gave

De Grave, the sole remaining minister, the tpsk‘of suggesting
individuals to him. Having only served for ten days De
Grave did not feel confident in this undertaking and so
turned to the Brissgtins for advice.5 The first name
suggested to De Grave was Dumouriez, followed by Roland,
Claviere and Duranthon.- On entering the Ministry Dumouriez
named Lacoste to the last vacant post.
| Dumouriez was qualified for a ministerial post.
Having entered the Seven Years War at the age of nineteen
he digtinguished himself sufficiéntly to end the war a
captain with twenty-two wounds and the cross of Saint-Louis.
Without a war Dumouriez was effectively unemployed with an
army pen#ion of 600 liyres a year. By virtue of ability,
friends and acquaintances, Dumouriez managed to acquire
varioug)pilitary, political and diplomatic tasks in Italy,
~Corsica, Sﬁein, Portugal and Poland. He also served time

in the Bastille for incurring Madame du Barry’s displeasure.

5. Etienne Dumont, Souvenirs sur Mirabeau (Paris
1951), p. 204,
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Freed on the occasion of Louls' marriage to Marie
Antoinette, he was given the post of commandant of Cherbourg
in 1778. Here he remained until the outbreak of the
Revolution acquiring a modest reputation for his coastal
defence plans and fortificatlons.

In-1789 Dumouriez tried unsuccessfully for
election to the Estates General and then accepted a
politicai mission to Belgium off;red by Lafayette. On
completing this he was given a military posting iﬁ the
Vendée untiljhis recall to Paris in early 1792. Ostensibly
Dumouriez was to assist Delessart in the Ministry pf
Foreign Affairs but, as Delessart cared not for his counsels,
Narbonne employed him in the Wer Department. Thus, when
this Ministry fell, Dumouriez was in Paris and on the
periphery of the storm.’

During the three year period of the Revolution
to 1792, Dumouriez's political opinions weré forming. He

)

had welcomed the calling of the Estates General as a //

~—

necessary remedy to the ills of the Court. He felt the

6. Lengthy accounts of Dumouriez's early life
may be found in Chuquet, chapters I - IV; and Holland
Rose, chapters I - II.

7. Chuquet, chapter Vj Holland Rose, chapter IV.

[

N\



20

&

Court had been frivolous and, particularly due to the

quarrels of Artois and Marie-Antoinette, a house divided

against it%elf. However, Versailles was not the place
to impress the people.with the Cort's desire for reform
nor was Paris a suitable location and so he urged that
deliberations be held away from the passions of ggth.
Voting shoqld be by head not order and he thought the
Rights of Mgn was not only prématu;e but a mistake for
it encouraged dilsorder without offering any means of
countering it. A constitution and a legal code should,
he said, have been enacted first as they would have
provided a clear statement of the citizen's duties at
a time when £his statement was most needed: Nonetheless,
Dumouriez accepted the, he thought, belated Constitution
o} 1791,£"subLime, quoigue imparfaite", and vowed to serve
the King, Constitution and nation.8 <

If these views were not revolutionary, neither
were they counter-revolutionary and when qﬁalified by .
Dumouriez's rank they express an extraordingyy degree of

acceptance for a Revolution that was daily driving more

»

//8. General C.F. Dumourieze Lg V
d

, La Vie et les .
Mﬁgojrgg u GéneTral Du§ogxigz, eds. Berville and Barriere
vols.: Paris, 1822), II, 1-130; III, p. 331.
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s?ﬁiof officers to emigr§te.?¢ Tﬂey also show Dumouriez
tg Have followed political eéents as opposed to antici-
pa@ing them: Dumouriez was not a pplitical theorist.
However, because oi the general's expression of support
for the mdnarchy and evident desire for order, one could
legitikately ‘suspect, in March, 1792, that Dumouriez
might well be disposed to brook no furthewy infringements
of%he king's rights pnd prerogatives. To sa§ the ledst
Dumburiez was very mucﬂ'an unknown guantity on entering
the Ministry. Only by hiﬁ‘actions in office yoyld his

pelitics be clarified. {

In the survey of historians undertaken in the *

Introduction of this thesis, it was discovered that a

significant number were of the opinion that the "Girondins"
had placed Dumouriez in the Ministry. Furthermore, in
speaking of an association with the "Girondins", these
historians have placed a great deal of weight on this
appointment as the high point in their associatipn as well
as being the most explicit example of it.'° Therefore, it
is imperative that the circumstances of this appointmgnt

be examined to test the validity of such an opinion.

-

- 9. Sydenham, The French Revolution, pp. 89-90

3 .
10. Most notably: Chuquet, p. 693 Goodwin,
p. 1185 Michelet, 111, 372; Blanc, VI, 296-297; Thompson,
p. 256; Rudey p. 129. ' -
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Dumouriez did have, as we saw in the narrative
recounting the appointment, Brissotin support. This
support was largely the result of a friendship between
Gensonné and the general, a friendship that dated from
Dumcuriez's military posting in the Vendfe in mid 1794‘A”
On Gensonné's return, and subseqyent election to the
Legislative Assembly, he promised Dumcuriez to try to
obtain an active diplematic or military posting for him.H
In the fall of 1791 a prolific correspondence started which
saw the deputy reporting on the pol%@ics of the day and the
general providing information on current foreign affairs
or military questions.12 By the end of January, 1791,

Gensonné gave Dumouriez some cause to hope that an impon@ant

post would soon be his: "si, comme i' n'en doute, il y a-

un mouvement dans le Ministere dgg,Affaires etrangdres, vouss _#
13

y serez infailliblement portd malerd le Chiteau'. He

-~
11. R, Brouillard, "Dumouriez et les Girondins
correspondance inéditede Gensonne”, Revue Historique 'd
Bordeguyat du departement de la gironde, XXXVI, (1943), 37.

12, Six of these lengthy letters written by
Gensotin€é from September 30 to December 26, 1791 are reprinted
in Ibid., pp. 37-4kL.

¢ - 13. Ibid., p. 45. Censonnd's reference to the
Chateau was, to be more spec1f1c, a reference to Marie Antoinette
who had disapproved of Dumouriez's severe criticisms of gmigrg

As well, the Queen was indignant that Dumgggﬂez was living

with his mistress. Ibid., p. 45, N. 1.
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promised in the same letter to speak toANarbonne on the
general's behalf.1u Immediately prior to the Delessart

affair in the Assembly, Censonn® told Dumouriez that "il

faudry bien gue ces gens-la marchent ou gu'ils guittent, -
.
15

et il est impossible que Lessart tienne". Gensonne,

then, wis » vewy active promoter of Dumouriez's interests.
: Brissct foo desired.Dumouriez'S appointment.
He told Etienne Dumont, a former secretary of Mirabeau's,
on March 10th that Delessart's impeachement was imperative
as "nous ne pogyogg détruire le Cagbinet autrichien gu'en

. 1
mettant un homme slr dans les relations extérieures".

That Dumouriez was this "homme sﬁr” was made evident in

Brissot's Patriote frangaise on March 14th: "les hommes

qui veulent de la vigeur, des lumiéres et du patriotisme,
, "7

desirergient v voir M, Dumouriez'".

However, if the general's friendéhip with
Gensonne was the reason Dumouriez had attracted the notice of
the Brissotins, 1t was his foreign policy views that made him

sulitable. In the previous year Dumouriez had sent a

14, Ibid., p. 45
15. Quoted in Chuquet, p. 69.
16. Dumont, p. 203.

17. Quoted in P.J.B. Buchez and P.C. Roux,

Histoire Parlgmggtgirg de 1la Révolution francaise (43 vols.
Paris, 1o34), XIII, p. 4O2.
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memorandum to the Jacobin Society in which he argued for
simple and open diploumacy. The Ministry for Foreign Affairs,
he claimed, should not be a haven for aristocrats but a
department directed and served by simple citizens; foreign

nffairs should be conducted on the busis of the Declaration

of the Rights of Manj the Minister should be & patriot of

integrity, courage and intelligencej and the Minister should
be compelled to communicate 3ll important documents to the
Diplomatic Committee.18 These views were supplemented by
the fact that Dumouriez detested Austria and was prepared,
if necessary, to go to war;19 indeed, he considered war
inevitable.20 As a minimum, he was not prepared to accept
\timidly, as Delessart had done, the sabre-rattling commu-

21 In Dumouriez the Brissotins had

giqués from Vienna.
found the Minister they were seeking.

The argument put forth that Dumouriez was a man
of the "Brissotin connexion" and had gained his post as a

result22 is, therefore, a strong one. It overlooks or at

least minimizes one important point. Louis XVI was under

. 18. The megorandum, titled Mémoire sur le
Ministere des Affaires Ftrang@res, is summarized in Holland
Rose, pp. 71-71; Chuguet, p. 70.-

19.  Sorel, 11, 407, Li1.

I
20. Dumouriez, 11, 220.
21. Ibigd., 1325 Holland Rose, p. /2.

22. Rudé, p. 129



no constitutional obligation to accept as his Minister for
Foreign Affairs, or any other portfolio, the individual

suggésted by tRe senior Minister in the Executive Council,
When De Grave proposed Dumouriez, Louis expressed serious

reservations about the choice and resolved to sanction an

23

.
3

interim appointment only. In the troubled area of foreign

affairs an interim Minister would be in a hopeless situation
rendering Louls' decision tantamount to a refusal to accept
Dumouriez.

Fortunately, for Dumouriez he had friends at

Court. Since 1786 he had been friends with Vaudreuil, an

2L

intintate of the king's brother, Artois, and had been

dining with the Lameths and Duport in early 1791. Although

Dumouriez did not become friendly with these Feuillants, he

25

was astute enough not to alienate them. The royalist

barnker Sainte-Foy was another friend of Dumouriez's<® and,/

although now out of office and out of royal favour, Narbonne

27

may have been guietly promoting the general's appointment.

It was, however, his long-standing friendship with La Porte,

23. Dumouriez, 11, 136-138.
.2H. ,Abid., 66.

25. 1bid., 100.

26. Ibid., 66; Chuquet, p. 67.

27. Brace, p. 493.
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N
the Intendant of the Civil List and one of Louis' most
devoted followers, which préved to be the most influential.28
Dumouriez tried tc convince La Porte that he had entered
the Revolution to save the monarchy and although he was
n.t entirely successful,2 La Pourte did agree to speak to
Louis on Dumouriez's behalf.30 Louls was won over by
La FPorte's intervention and offered Dumcuriez the post of
Minister for Foreign Affairs.31

Dumouriez's appointment, therefore, was not as
straightforward "Girondin" as some historians, such as Rudé,
Thompson and Michelet, have suggested. In fact, on the
basis of the evidence presented, an argument could be made
that Dumouriez's royalist supporters were far more ''responsible'
for the appointment than the Brissotins had been. However,
to attempt to argue on an exclusively Brissotin or royalist

basis 1s to flounder in the "ifs'" of History. We can say

S

28. Dumouriez, 11, 663 Sorel, 11, 407.

29. As evidenced by La Porte's letter to the

King on March 19: '"un homme de sa trempe peut Etre, ou
fort utile, ou fort dangereux". Cited in Buchez and Roux,
XXI, 207.

30. Dumouriez, 11, 138. The intervention is
also alluded to in La Porte's letter of March 19th.

31. Of importance here was Sninté-Foy's reaction
to the appointment as expressed in a letter to the King a few

days later: "Nous sommes sQrs de Dumouriez puisaue c¢'est
nous et nous seuls, gui l'avons appel€g dans des vues utiles".

1
Cited in Chuquet, p. 70.
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at best that Dumouriez had been appointed on the recommenda-
tion of both groups and that, if he felt he owed a debt to
either, it would be to the royalists who, at least in the
person of La Porte, had a promise from him to work on behalf
of the monarchy. Nonetheless, it is evident that both the
Brissctins and the royalists believed Dumourikz to be -
man of their stamp, leaving the impartial observer in the
same situation as he/she had been in surveying Dumouriez's
political views: Dumouriez's actions in office must be
examined to provide some resolution of his political
ambivalence.

On March 15, 1792, Dumouriez joined De Gruve
in the Ministry to be followed, as we have seen, by Roland,
Claviére, Duranthon and Lacoste. De Grave had been a
Feuillant appointment and, although he was an occasional
guest at Madam Roland's salon, there is some evidence that
the Brissotins wished for his dismissal.ﬂ' It was not to
be and, as a well-meaning but weak Minister of War, he very
quickly came to rely on Dumouriez's advice and help.33
Roland and Claviére were decidedly Brissotin appointments

and as austere, competent Ministers of the Interior and

32. Dumont, p. 205.

[

33. Ibid., p. 205; Thompson, p. 258.

-
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Contributions, respectively, they ran their portfolios
and expreésed their political views without Dumouriez's

3k

advice or interference. Duranthon was the -Minister ot
Justice and a Brissotin appointment. An obscure lawyer
from Bordeaux, he was not influential in the Ministry =nd
came to fall Gnder Dumouriez's sway =t Council meeting§T35
Lacoste, "a good Jacobin”,yas in charge of the Ministry of
Marine and, to the extent that he became involved in the
politics of the Council, tended to side with Dumouriez,
the man responsible for his aﬁbointment.36

The Patriot Ministry began under favorable
circumstances. The Brissotins, the men who had forced
Delessart's impeachment and who were among the most{¥gci-
ferous critics of previous Ministries, were wholeheartedly
in support of the new oqﬁ. On March 16, Brigsot expressed
his optimism in the Patriote frgnggisg: "jamais ministre

ne se trouva dans des clrconstances aussi favorables au

37

-
développement de‘ses talons et de ses vertus civigues'".

4. Dumouriez, I, 372-373.
35. ‘Madelin,.p. 235.
36. Ibid., p. 235.

Y, 37. Cited in Buchez and Roux, XIII, L02. : 4
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The Jacobin Society was jubilant at the news of the
Ministry's composition38 and, if Louis never did give the
Council his trust, there is ne reason to disbelieve that
he did not gquickly come to appreciate Dumouriez's talents.39

For his part, Dumouriez conducted his portfolio
as he had demanded in his pamphlet to the .Tacobins the
previous year. The Foreign Affairs Department was purged
of the more flagruntly counter-revolutionary officials and
the top civil service posts were given to patriots, most
notably Bonne-Carriére, a former secretary of the Jacobin
Society, Nc8l, a friend of Danton's and Lebrun, a friend
of Brissot’s.uO A bold diplomatic offensive was undertaken
with the knewledge and support of the Diplomatic Committee:
?alleyrand would be sent to England to bargain for a British
alliance or, if that failed, for a declaration of neutrality;
Benoit would try to achieve the same in Berlinj Maret would
be sent tb Belgium to fan the flames of revolution in that
Austrian-held country; and Vienna would be called upon to

, L
declare its intentions with regard to France. ! At the

\ .

38, F.A. Aulard, La Soci€té des Jacobins: Recueil
des Decuments (6 vols.; Paris, 1895), 111, L32. n

) 39. Holland Rose, p. 79, Lefebvre, I, 225.

q’ .
40. AlbBert Mathiez, The French Revolution (New
York, 1962), p. 147. i

41. Sorel, II, 412-423. On the Talleyrand

mission j§n particular: G. Pallain, La Mission de Tglleyrand
a_Londres, en 1792 (Paris, 1889).
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same time he worked with De Grave on a military strategy
in the eveg‘ of war and this plan was, as it developed
later, bold in the extreme. War would be defensive on all
frontiers save that of the north which would see a1 quick
offensive into Belgium, aided by the support and turmoil
of the Belgians, and, ¢nce vicloricus, an equally prompt
peace would be made.1+2

Louis XVI was apprised of Dumouriez's diplomatic
measures and, according to Dumouriez, he approved of them
as‘they reflected a strong monarchy acting'decisively in

43

the name of the French people. Dum@uriez alsc claimed

that he came just short of convincing Marie Antoinette of

the sincerity of his actions in the ﬁortfolio but as she
promptly dispatched his military plads to the Austrians,

one would be Justified in doubting this contention.

The King was approached on another matter as well. Dumouriez
asserted that he had often urged La Porte to counse& the King

45

to espouse Jacobinism to destroy "tous les partis", and

now in office Dumouriez claimed he asked Louis for permission

to attend a session of the Society to quiet any suspicions

42. Sorel, II, L410-411,
43. Dumouriez, II, 142-143.

44, Ibjd., 164-165; Sydenham, The French Revo-
Lution, p. 98.

45. Dumouriez, IT, 133.
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its members might have regarding the patriotism of the

Ministers. Louls, said Dumouriez, concqfred with him.ué
Dumouriez's association with the Society dated

from mid 1790. By his account he had attended irregularly

becsuse he found the sessions too neisy and he had criticized

the Feuillants for having split from the Club as they were

an importuant balance toe the "hot heads”.u7 Although

Dumouriez was not a total stranger at the Club, his appearénce

there on March 19 was an unexpected one. In his address to

the members the Minister vowed that his diplomacy would

shortly produce "une paix solide ocu une guerre decisive'

and that, if it be war, he would take his place in the army
L8

"pour venir triompher ol mourir libre avec mes freres".

Still, whether it be war or peace,

J'al besoin de conseils, vous me les ferez
passer par vos journauxj je vous prie de me
dire la verite, les vérités les plus dures.
Mais repoussez la calomnie, et ne rebutez

o pas un zélé citoyen que vous avez toujours
connu tel."*?

The minutes of the Society record that this speech was

exceedingly well received.

46. Ibid., 1u6.

47. Ibi

joF

., 60, 70.

48. Jacobins, ITI, 439%
49. Ibid., 409.
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Robespierre was cautious in his statements at

the session: «
je déclare & M. Dumouriez qu'il ne trouvera
aucun ennemi parmi les membres de cette
Société, mais bien des appuis et des défenseurs
aussi longtemps que, par des preuves
#clatantes de patriotism, et surtout par des
services réels rendus au peuple et I la patrie
il prouvera...qu'il &tait le freére des bons
citoyens et le defenseur z&l& du peuple.
Dumouriez rushed to the tribune at the conclusion of this
speech and embraced Robespierre to the great approval of
A
the members.
Having publicised his patriot credentials at
the Jacobins, having begun an open dialogue with Louis, and
having sworn to the Assembly to be "L1'O otre éner ie”,51
Dumouriez could feel confident that his diplomatic offensive
2
was founded on strength in the government.5 A reflection
of this confidence was Dumouriez's ultimatum of March 27th
to Austria: if the Austrians continued to arm against France,
this would be considered a declaration of war.53 This ulti-
matum was left unanswered and, as a result, Irance declared

war on Austria on April 20.

50, 1bid., 441.

51. Cited in Chuquet, p. 71.
52. Dumouriez, II, 207-209.

53. Sorel, II, M2,



L pa

33

'

In the intefia the Patriot Ministry functioned
extremely well. By Dumouriez's account the Ministers
worked extremely hard and COmpeténtly, especially Roland,
and relations between all the Ministers were good.5L+
Weekly dinners, he said, served to plan, in 4 relaxed and
amicable atmosphere, the coming week's agenda and to arrive
at compromises on issues of contention, thus prevéﬁting

55

disagreements in the presence of the King. On the pre-
dominant issue, that of the pending war, none of the
Ministers disagreed with Dumouriez's strategy of isclating
Austria.

Important too was the attempt made by Dumouriez
to show the King to be in favour of the diplomatic manoceuvres.
If, as Brissot had argueq in late 1791, a war would force
the King to pronounce his opinion on the Revolution, Dumouriez
was determined to show that Lguis supported the steps that
might lead to this war.56 Thus, if war were declared, the
question of Louis' acceptance of the Revolution would be

greatly defused.

The disastrous opening moves of the war tore

S4. Dumouriez, I, 371-372; II, 17k4.
55. Ibid., II, 17k.
56. Holland Rose, p. 93.

« i
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asunder the unlty of the Ministry. Dumouriez's ambitious
plans for a vigorous offensive in the north collapsed in
the face of even a handful of enemy forces and one French
officer, General Dillon, was massacred by his own tfoops.

General Lafayette, commander of the units that were to

e

have led the offensive, openly denounced the military
strategy and began plotting a march on Paris.57 The
reality was, however, that the Fremch army was not prepared
for a war. Emigration had produced a serious shortage of
trained and experienced officers while in the tur@oil of
the Revolution discipline had broken down in even the
regular, as opposed to the volunteer, units.58 As the
French reverses became known they heightened disbu£es and
animosities that had been temporarily submerged by the
popular clamour for war. ‘

Treachery had been the cry of Dillon's soldiers
and so too was it in Paris. The Brissotins took up the
charge that there existed an Austrian Commitfee at Court,
while at the Jacobins Feuillant War Ministers and the once

popular Narbonne were charged with having deliberately

ruined the army.59 In the Ministry De Grave, already

57. ©Sydenham, The French Revolution, p.98.
58. Ibid., p. 98.

L
59. Ibid., p. 1003 Jacobins, IIT, 681.
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overwhelmed by his duties and now suffering from a physical
’ and mental breakdown, resigned and was repiaced by &
Brissotin, General SerVan.GO Dumouriez, as opinion slowly
became drawn on patriot and royzlist lines, was being faced
with the difficult problem of having t~ declare his pulitics.
Dumouriez sided with the King. In %he Minister's
view, Louis was sincere in his desire to make the Constitu-
tion of 1791 work and was equally sincere in his desire to
see the war.come to a successful conclusion for the French
and the Revolf ion.61 Therefore, as we shall see, Dumouriez
; ' increasingly came to r@éard the Brissotins as deliberately
- trying to destroy the Constitution and perhaps the ménarchy
in their penchant for confrontation politics.
However, it was in a personality clash that

the origin of Dumouriez's rupture with the Brissotins is

to be found. The moral righteousnéss of the pedantic Roland

- could not accept the easy-going lifestylg”of the witty

’ 62
Dumouriez and the two entered into a heated debate at Roland's.

Vd
Brissot and Gensonn% tried to iftervene but to no avail and

Dumouriez left very upset. This, coupled with Roldnd's

60. Dumont, p. 205.

- 61. Dumouriez, I, 331.
14

62. 1bid., II, 17%; Madame J.wm. Roland, Mémojres
de Madame Roland, ed. Paul'de Roux (Paris. 1966). pp. 157-158.

a




o 36

insistence tWat his wife be present at cabinet dinners held
in his house, brought to an end the working dinner§u63
, Fundamentzl disagreements on a number of issues
g}rried the disputé from one between Dumouriez and Koland
éo one between Dumcuriez nnd the Brissotins. By Dumcuriez's
account, the first of these disagreements urose <ver s
letter written by Guadet that he wished 211 Ministers tc
sign and present to thQ}King. This letter, claim®d Dumouriez,
demanded that Louis dismiss his non-juring priest and take
as his confessor one who had sworn fidelity to the Consti-
tution. Dumouriez was, he saild, indignant that Guadet
“ could propose such a tyrannical, atrocious letter and, along
with Duranthon and Lacoste, told Guadet to leave affairs
.of conscience alone,6L+ The second disagreement arose over
the appointment of a new Governor for Santo Domingo. Agaif
| accordiné to Dumouriez, the Brissotin choice was the
ex-Constituent Sillery whemlumouriez considered too
immoral. Lacoste, claimed Dumouriez, agreed with him and
- named General d'Esparbés to the post. This decision, said
Dumouriez, so enraged the Brissotins that Ser&an and

65

Cluviere began boycotting Council meetings.

63. Dumouriez, ITI, 174,
r 64. Ibid., 256-257.
65. Ibid., 258; Chuquet, p. 89.
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Money was the cause of the third diszgreement.
Soon after taking office, Dumouriez had asked the fAssembly

te vote him a six million livre secret expenses fund and, ’

66 The funds were

with Brissotin support, this was done.
nct, however, depcsited with Brissot's friend Bidermann
but with ancther banker, Amelot. This was done, suaid
Dumouriez, *o Keep the use of the funds secret, which it
would not have been had Bidermann been the distributing
agent.67 As relations between Dumouriez and the Brissotins
deteriorated, Guadet seized on this fund as a means of
attacking Dumouriez and so called on the Minister in the
Assembly to account for expenditureé to date. Dumouriez
refused, claiming that the original decree explicitly
exempted him from having to account for expenses. The
Assembly sided with Dumouriez and defeated Gualet's motiOn.68
As we shall see, however, the secrét expenses fund issue
was not dead.

Two decrees of the Assembly voted at the end
of May brought to the fore the political deadlock now ruling

at Council. Servan's appointment in early May had broken

66. Buchez and Roux, XIV, 32-36

67. Dumouriez, II, 259,
A

68. Buchez and Roux, XIV, 253-25k.
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Dumouriez's majority of cne and now matched Jervan, Claviere
and Roland against Dumouriez, Duranthon and Lacoste. Thus,
the two decreés, one calling for the dissclution of the
King's 1200 man Guard, the other for the deportaztion of
non-juring priests, occasioned the first instance cf the
Council's inaebility to decide on a# course of actizn o
recommend t¢ the King. The dezdlock was resolved by Louls'
decision to sign the first and Dumouriez's reluctznt decision,
as he saild, to side with the Brissotin Ministers to recom-
mend acceptance of the second. Dumcuriez claimed this decision
was based on fe;rs that & royal veto would give rise to
violent attacks on the non-juring priests by those seeking
vengeance?9

It was Servan's proposal for the camp of 20,000,
however, that proved tc be the final straw. Servan had
excluded Dumouriez from War Department discussions ever since
taking office on May 9th and this exclusion was felt deeply
by Dumouz;iez.70 The simmering feud boiled over when Servan,
without consulting the other Ministers, proposed to the
Assembly that it decree the formation of a permanent military

camp near Paris to provide both a training ground for recruits

- >,

69. Dumourigz, 11, 271-273.

70. Chuquet, pp. 88-89.
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and a ready force for the defence of the c!pitar. The day
after this proposal was made, June Sth, a stormy Council
meeting took place wherein Dumouriez and Servan were only
prevented from drawing swords on each other by the presencé
of the King.71 Dumouriez's objection to the plan indicated
the brezkdown of his relations with the Brissotins. They
wished, he suzid, to use the camp tou destroy the Feuillants,
combae the Court and establish a republic.’ -

As had been the case with the decree on non-
juring priests, Dumouriez came to feel, when the Assembly
voted the camp on June 8th, that Louis should sign the
decree to prevent reprisals. If enacted, he claimed to
have told Louis, plans could be made to render the camp
useless for political ends while, if vetoed, four times
the decreed number would appear in Paris in defia%ee of
that veto.73 For his part, continued Dumouriez, he considered
both decrees to be ill-advised but a veto to be politically
explosive.7u Louis told the Council he would take both
75

decrees under adeisement.

71. Dumouriez, IT, 268.
72. Ibid., 268.

73. 1bid., 271-273.

7%, 1bid., 273.

75. 1bid., 273.
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Delay jolned delay and it became apparent that
Louis was not sbout te sign the decrees. On the advice of
his wife, and almost certainly by her hand, Roland read
an open letter to the King which warned Louls of a public
uprising if he fuiled ﬁo sanction the decrees.76 Louis
thanked Kolund for his advice «nd left the Ccurcil meeting.
sccording toe Dumouriez, he was cialled tc the King's chambers
fhe next morning and was asked by the Queen if he felt the
King should tolerate the behaviour of Roland, Claviére
and Servan for much longer. The Minister claimed he advised
Louis to dismiss the entire Ministry only to be told that
the King desired him to stay on as well as Duranthon and
LSCQSte-77 Dumouriez gsserted in his memoirs that he then
told Louis he would agree to counter-sign the dismissal of
the Brissotin Ministers and remain in offiéé himself provided
Louis sanctioned the two decrees and he alleged that Louis
78

gave him his word he would sign them.

The dismissal of Roland, Claviere and Servan,

76. MadameRoland claimed in her memoirs that she
wrote the letter. Roland, p. 154%. The text of the letter is
given in Buchez and Rout, XV, 40-kL5,

77. Dumouriez, II, 275-276. Louis Philippe
believed Dumouriez's account. Louis-Fhilippe, Memoirs 1773-
1793. (New York, 1977), p. 222.

78. bumouriez, 11, 275-276.
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which touok place the next day, was universally condemned.

Brissot attacked Dumquriez in the Patriote fraQ%aiSe on
June 14th expressing regret that he had not raised the

mask covering Dumouriez's perfidy sconer and that Pumouriez

79

was "le plus vil des intriganf”. An appenrance by
Dumouriez at the Assembly to report on the stite of tLhe
1rmies, in his new capacity as Minister of War, raised a
howl of boos and insults.80 Dumouriez's character was
attacked at the Jacobins and he—was called upon to zccount
for his actions.81 .Robespierre, alone, argued tﬁat it
really did not matter if three Ministers had been dismissed
for what was impértant was the Assembly and its vigour and

patriotism. The Ministry, he said, was a game for the King

to play and, as for Dumouriez, his future actions would

answer the question of his patriotism. However, he concluded,

the lesson to be learned was that even a "patriot" bears
y
constant surveillance by the people.
To add insult to injury, Louis refused to sign

the decrees. Adopting essentially the same tactic as Roland,
4

79. Quoted in Buchez and Roux, XV, 33.
go. 4ibid., 45.

g1. Jacobins, III, 693.

g2. lbid., 694-699.
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Dumouriez claimed he warned Louis of the public's mood und
threatened to resign if he did not sign the decrees.B3
Louis accepted his resignation. Prior to making his formsl
resignation, however, the War Minister gave himself orders

to be posted with the Armée du Nord at his rank of lieuten-

ant-General. - Three days later, June 20th, he stuod on
the lawn of the Tuileries to watch the storming of the
palace: his warning had come to pass.85
The collapse of the Patrioct Ministry was the
de facto collapse of the Constitution of 1791. Tt had been
an opportunity, a lost opportunity as it developed, to
achieve a working relationship between the executive and
legislative branches of the government and it had been lost

for sublime as well as petty reasons. Clearly, Dumouriez

had been the central figure of the Ministry and, as Jaurss

- stated it, "il pouvgit, mi rsoQ

- 8 .
d'intermedigire entre la Gironde et la Cour”.6 dpumourlez's

faillure in this role must, ironically, be attributed in
large part to the war that he, the King and the Brissotins

hagrsought. The war did not bring the monarchy and the

83. Dumouriez, II, 294-300.

84. Lpuis-gbilippg, p. 237.
85. Dumoufiez} I1, 314.

, 86. Jean Jaures, Hjstoire Socialiste de 1
Revolution frangaise (8 vols.; Paris, 1922), I1I, 223.
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Brissotins and their supporters closer together; it served
to drive them further apart and rekindle all the old
suspicions, fears, distrust and animosities.

Forced ultimgtely to forsgke his "intermediary"
role, Dumouriez had proven himself to be, at least in the
spring of 1792, a royalist who felt the Revolution had ¥
p}ogressed far enough. His association with the Brissotins

had been singularly lacking in depth. «
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The ministerial crisis brought on by the dis-
missal of Roland, Claviére and Servan and the resignation
of Dumouriez three days later, was removed from the fore-
front of public attentdon by the events of June 20. This
”journée”, which saw the occupation of the Tuileries by
the peuple of Parisl became the :lmust exclusive tople of
debate nnd discussion in the papers, in the Assembly and
at the Jacobins. In this situation, Dumouriez's appearance
at the Assembly to clear his ministerial accounts did not
initiate any further attacks on him nor did any deputies
raisequestions concerning his expenditures in offace.

By early July Dumouriez was on his way to join Luckner's
army at Valenciennes.

Marshal Luckner did not like Dumouriez and
quickly had him reassigned to a dull command gt Maulde.3
Here Dumouriez soon won a following with his soldiers and
with the townspeople that proved to be most beneficial for,
when ordered by Luckner to abandon Maulde in favour of

Metz, Dumouriez,,at the request of the municipal officials,

4

1. For a more detailed description of "the
people”" see George Rude, The Crowd in the French Revolution

(New York, 1978), pp. 98-701.

2. Buche% and Roux, XV, 375-379.

3. Louis Philippe, pp. 241-242; Dumouriez, II,
331, 336-337, 354-357, 359-360.

4
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refused. He then forwarded to the Assembly the military
reasonsL+ for disobeying Luck®r's orders as well as proof
that the municipality had requested his soldiers to remain.
Hence when Luckner seized upon this act of disobedlience as
grounds for a court-martial, he found the Council prepared
to support Dumouriez's action.s Luckner had been out-witted
and probably embamassed by this affair but the precedent
established in Dumouriez's career was to rebound on him
shortly.6

To this minor triumph was added a much larger

é
one when Dumouriez disobeyed a second order, this time from

7 In Paris

his immediate superior, General Arthur Dillon.
on August 10th a full scale assault on the Tuileries had

resulted in the confinement of the King and the calling of
a National Convention to draft a new constitution. Lafayette

had then attempted to launch the insurrection he had been

4. Dumouriez argued that although Lafayette
had been ordered to move units to Maulde, there would be
an indefinite period wherein Mgulde would be unprotected.
This would leave the department of the Nord prey for an
Austrian invasion meaning, as a result, that he would

remain in Maulde until Lafayette's troops arrived. Ibid., 2h2.

5. Ibid., 242
6. See page 7L4.

7. Not to be confused with Théobald Dillon,
killed during the spring campaign.
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contemplating since May. As a4 prelude to his march on
Paris, he ordered his officers to have thelr soldiers
swear allegiance to the King, the constitution and the
nation. Dillon obeyed and commanded Dumouriez to do the
Sameﬁ9abumouriez refused. On hearing the news of‘August
10th he had written to the Assembly to swear alleginnce
to the nation and to vow that he would recognize only the
pecple as sovereign. August 10, he wrote to the Assembly,
"was to be expected from a nation deceived, betrayed, and
driven to extremities”.1o Having correctly judged the
political situation, Dumouriez was rewarded by the new

Ministry11 with his promotion to Dillon's command. On the

collapse of Lafayette's coup and his subsequent emigration)

Dumouriez was raised to Lafayette's command.12

8. See page 34.

9. Louis Philippe, p. 2633 Dumouriez, II, 366-368.

XI1I, 97.

11. It included three of his former colleagues,
Roland, Claviére and Servan as well as his former assistant,

Lebrun Danton and Monge completed the Council's membership.

12. Louis Philippe, p. 263. The unfortunate
Luckner made the mistake of waiting until Lafayette's coup
had failed and so found himself replaced by Kellermann who,
like Dumouriez, had immediately accepted the verdict given
on August 10. Ibid ‘gbh =265. "

10. Quoted in Holland Rose, p. 112, Buchez and Roux,.
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~ Dumouriez's acceptance of August 10 was a total
contradictiqn to his words and actions while Minister for
' Foreign Affairs. As this acceptance proved to be instru-
mental in his rapid military rise and seemingly removed him
from the royalist cause, it becomes an action of some impor-
tance. Yet, can Dumouriez's uacceptance of the fall of the
King be viewed in a separate context from the millions d&f
French people who similarly acquiesced in Louis' dethrone-

13

ment? Dumouriez's memoirs state that he regretfully ac-

cepted August 10 because his army was thoroughly apathetic

on the subject of the King but that, had he be&n invited

1

: to do so, he would have joined Lafayette. This latter

v 15’
claimcgs a doubtful one and Dumouriez's ''regret" is not

reflected in the alacrity with which he swore allegiance

13. These memoirs are terribly confusing for
parts were written in 1794, the remainder on an ad hoc basis
between 1794 hnd 1822. To the extent that the chronological
distinction is clear, both sections argue that Dumouriez was
a Bourbon supporter through 1792-1793 and that he was awailting
the proper moment to intervene on behalf of the Bourbons.

14. Dumouriez, IT, 350, 365-#%6. There is some
indication, however, that Dumouriez considered *‘August 10 to
have been inevitable. Apart from his letter to the Assembly,
he allegedly told Merlin (of Douai) in July that the monarchy
was doomed (Buchez and Roux, XXI, 209), and in his memoirs
e said that the King's flight to Varennes and his uncompromising
attitude had invited Jjust such an insurrection. Dumouriez, II, 366

15. Dumouriez and Lafayette detested each other
to such an extent that they were not on speaking terms.

Ibid., 326-327, 334-335, 350, 3593 Holland Rose, p. 100.
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to the new ofder of things. However, in dealing with an
enigma, Dum;Lriez's interpretation must be vié@ed és every
bit as valid as the interpretation that narroy®self-interest
guided his actions.16 In short, his acceptance of Augugt™
10 did Hot necessarily indicate that his royalist sympéthies
of June had disappeared, only that he, as he had been in
March, was politically suitable for promotion in the army.

A reflection of this sultability may be found
in a letter written to Dumouriez by his former colleagup
Roland in mid August. 1In a "victor-to-vanguished" tone
Roland remarked on the fﬁrn of fate which had returned him
to the Council agé Dumouriez to Lafayette's command. On
Dumouriez's d;ig&esalﬂpf the‘”patriots”, Roland said that®
the general,ﬁgd found h¥mself involved in a royalist intrigue
which in tﬁrn haépousted him from the Counc?l. Returning .
to his old complajnt on Dumouriez's moralé?17 Roland stated
that even fhéy eould be forgivén if theiéeneral won victories

for the nation. In conclusion,

vous me trouverez dans le Conseil toujours
' ~

AN

16. Historians hostile to DumourieZ, such as

@

Sorele-Mathiez and Michelet, would likely have giveh Dumouriez's

response to August 10 as an example of his lack of political
cqnviction. Brace)suggests that Dumouriez was governed by
sellf-interest in this action. Brace, p. 49hH.

~—

17. See page 35. ;
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prét 3 seconder vos enterprises tant qu'elles
auront le bien public pour objet; Je ne
connals point d'affections particulidres
quant 11 est question de le servir, et je
vous vous cherirail comme l'un des saveurs
de ma patrie si vous vous gévouez
sincdrement' 3 sa d&fense.|

Dumouriez was tentatively being forgiven for his actions

19

in June on the basis of his acceptance of August 10 and

in the hope that he would achleve military victories.
\;Ez;tories were certainly needed. The abysmal

perfoermance of the French army in April-May was balanced

to an extent by the plodding progress of the Austrian and

Prussian armies.20 By early September, however, the

Prussian army had taken the fortresses of Longw ¥ and

Verdun leaving the road open to Paris. Dumouriez, who

had been preparing for an invasion of Belgium, was reéalled

to take command Qf the French forces near Verdun. His first

. .
war council produced a near unanimous verdict in favour of

a hasty retreat before the Prussian army.21 Ignoring the

18. Roland, p. 159. .
19. That is to say his coopérétion with Louis
in dismissing the Brissotin Ministers.

28. Dumouriez's efforts as Minister to keep
Prussia out of the war had failed. '

21. Apart from Dumouriez the one exception was
Thouvenot. Dumouriez, II, 389-391. The Council also urged
Dumouriez to retreat. Louls Philippe, p. 275.
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advice of his oﬁficers, Dumouriez took up a“éaring position
Jjust east of Verdun.

Meag;hile, panic and bloodshed prevailed in
Paris. Fear of the Prussians arriving atfthe city gated
and urgent demands for more volunteer soldiers became the
excuse for the securing of the city through the massacre
of prison inmates. Roland, Claviére and Servan seriously
discussed fhe advisability of moving the government to a
safer location while Danton, the Justice Minister, urged
audacity in the face of the crisis.22

Danton and Dumouriez were vindicated by the
battle of Valmy, fought on September 20, which halted
the Prussian invasion and lifted the immediate danger.
The following day the Prussians, already badly ravaged by
dysentery, sued for a cease-fire and indicated a willing-
ness to expand talks beyond prisoner exchanges. Dumouriez
agreed to enlarge the scope of the talﬁs but wrote to the
Council for guidelines to follow. Between September 21 and
25, however, the general was largely on his own with unclear
assistance from Fabre d'Eglantine, Danton's secretary, and

the Alsation soldier Westermann, then a protége of Danton's. 22

On the 22nd, Manstein, representing the King of

-

22. Sydenham, The French Revolutjion, p. 123.
23. Norman Hampson, Dantop (Londen , 1978), p. 76.
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Prussia who was with his army, suggested to Dﬁmouriez that
he lead his army to Paris and end the djsorders. The
Prussian army, said Manstein, would remain uninvolved
militarily provided Louls were restored to the, throne.gl+
Dumcuriez countered that he tco was unhéppy with the dis-
orders but that, as a general, his concern must rest with
the invading enemy forces and not France's internal
problems. At the same time he introduced what was to become
his central argument throughout the negotiations: if the
Prussians detached themselves from the Austrians, the
Austrians would quickly sue for peace and order would be
restored in France. Manstein and Dumouriez then concluded
a cease-fire and agreed to meet again on the 24th.

Manstein arrived at Dumouriez's headquarters
with proposals from the King of Prussia that, predicted
Manstein, would end the war. The basls of these proposals
was phe immediate restératien(df Louis XVI and the re-adoption

of the Constitution of 1791. Dumouriez interrupted the

24, These statements and much of the ensuing
narrative on the negotiations are based on versions given
by Dumouriez, Louis Philippe and the Prussian Prince of
Hardenberg as well as the narratives given in Holland Rose
and Chuquet. Points of vontention will be noted specifically.
Relevant page references are as follows: Dumouriez, III,
51-66; Louis Philippe, pp. 287-292; Buchez. and Roux, XIX
179- 1éh (for a lengthy quotation of the relevant passages

in Hardenberg's Mémolres d'upn hoggg d'état); Holland Rose
+pp. 130-1313 Chuquet, pp. 123-128.
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Prussian colonel by handing him a copy of the Convention's
decree tranéforming the nation from a monarchy to a republic
There could, sald Demouriez, be no further basis for dis-
cussion on thé monafchy or the Constitution of 1791. He
did, howe&er, express his chagrin that af}airs had reaéhed
"this extremity" but offered no hope to Manstein that the
monarchy would be I'estored.g5
{xfhe next day Dumouriez took it upon himself to
write th% King'of Prussia. 1In this lengthy letter® the
general urged Frederick William to. aceept the Fregph
Republic as the sincere wish*of the Frenﬁh peop;e, to ’Jf?-
detach himself from 3 war d;ctated by Vienna but fought by

Pru551ans, to 1gnore th? aqyice of the ”senseless”_émlgxéﬁ'

<

‘whom Jeven Louis despdsedg ‘and to recognizs that a centinua-

tiOn of the War would only further the mlsfortunes of Louls
and hlS famlly. To be blunt, however, Dumourlez s letter

COncluded w1th the warning thgt the Prussians had but two

choices: :recognize the Repuflic and withdraw or prepare
for batfie.27 On the e day Dumouriez received his in-

gtructions from the Council which stated that no discussions

25. Dumouriez, III, 65-66. As had been the
case with August 10, Dumouriez Said he was astonished at
the overnight transformation and adherence by his soldiers
to the new Republic. Ibid., 59.

26. Reprinted in full in Ibid., 401-L406.

27. 1Ibid., 406.
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were to take place with the Prussians until they had left
French territory.28

Dumouriez did not obey this order. Not.having
received a reply to his letter of September 25th, he wrote
a second letter to Frederick-William.29 In this letter
he once again urged the Prussian King to break with the
Austrians and swore that the French had no dispute with
the Prussians. Frederick-William responded the next day,

September 28th, with a bristling memorandum denouncing the

Republic and the attempts to divide Austria and Prussia.3o

‘Declaring that he would not be treated like a "burgomaster

of Amsterdam", Dumouriez broke off the negotiations and

“ordered the army, in the p}esence of the Prussian envoy,

to prepare for,battle.31

Manstein dutifully appeared on the 29th and
argued that Dumouriez had misinterpreted the memorandum and
requested a continuation of the negotiations.32 Under

pressure from Kellermann33 Dumouriez refused and éhallenged'

»

28. Holland Rose, p. 131.

29. Summarised in Chuquet, p. 127; Dumouriez, III, 68.
30. Chuquet, p. 127; Dumouriez, III, 69.

31. Chuquet, p. 1283 Dumouriez, III, 70.

32. Chuquet, p. 128; Dumouriez, III, 71.

33. Louis Philippe, p. 295.
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34

the Prussians to give battle. That night the Prussians

broke camp and began thelr retreat. Further negotlations

35 and despite

did take place, though not with Dumouriez,
the general's bellicose dtatements, the Prussians were
not seriously pursued by the French.36

As might be expected with negotiations of
this nature, there are areas of contention; doubt and
mystery. As we say early in the narrative, Dumouriez was
joined by Westermann and Fabre d'Eglantine, both Danton's
envoys. 0On d'Eglaﬁtine's role one historian has suggested
that his official purpose was to mediate between Kellermann
and Dumouriez37 but that his true purpose was to ensure,
on Danton's behalf, that every effort was being made to

separate the Prussians from the Austrians.38 Westermann,

on the other hand, quickly usurped the positicn of Dumouriez's

34. Dumouriez, III, 71. <:i
35. Buchez and Roux, XIX, 183.

36. See page 57. P

37. The two shared equal rank and, as such,
were engaged 1n constant quarrels both before and after Valmy
as to the proper course of action the army should pursue.
Before Valmy the Council usually sided with Kellermann, while
after Valmy Dumouriez usually gained the Council's support.
Louis Philippe, pp. 293, 295. The issuesbettled at the end
of September by the promotion of Dumouriez to Commander-in-
Chief. Danton was instrumental in obtaining this promotion.
Chuquet, p. 130.

38. Blanc, VII, 242-243.
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go-between with the Prussians,which is peculiar given the
fact that Dumouriez claimed not to have knownshim previously.
It was Westermann too who was entrusted with an important
mission to Paris in the midst of the talks to procure Commune
documents attesting to the personal safety of Louis for the
edification of Frederick-William.uO Beyond these sketchy
details nothing else 1s knownocf their activities.

Danton's role is almost as elusive. As Justice
Minister he had argued strongly at Council that Dumouriez's
strategy of splitting the Austria-Prussian alliance should
be supported and was successful in gaining its abproval,
provided negotiations began after the Prusslans had left
France.1+1 One source, the Prince of Héfdenberg, claimed
that Dumouriez and Danton remained in confidential corres-
pondence throughcout the talks and that, with Danton's
approval, Dumouriez had promised Manstein an unmolested
twenty days to evacuate France.br2 The Prince also alleged
that two of the Convention's three representatives present,

Sillery and Carra, had been instructed by Danton to work

39. Dumouriez, IIT, 53.

40. Buchez and Roux, XIX, 185-186.
41. Chuquet, p. 133. ¥

42. Buchez and Roux, XIX, 181.
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French. Dumouriez claimed he had ordered Dillon and

~ Ibid., 78, n.1. Also Chuguet, pp. f33-13k.

57
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with Dumouriez in gaining Prussian approval for the twenty
day timetable."3 ' 4
Whether or not this secret withdrawal convention

was ever made, the Prussian retreat was unhampered by the

Kellermann to try to cut the Prussian line of retrest but

that their lethargy and faulty map reading had allowed the
Prussians to escapé.uu. Kellermann, in turn, charged
Dumourieg:with having restraiped him from attacking theP g
Prussians and of having ordefed'him not to engage in blood-
shed provided the Prussians continued their retreat.us
In any event, once the retreat began Dumouriez left his
army to travel to Paris to concert plans with the Council
for an invasion of Belgium.

The importance of Dumouriez's conduct in the

Prussian negotiations lies more closely with its interpretation

in 1792 - 1733 than with any interpretation

43. Ihid., 183. Sorel claimed the third
deputy, Prieur (of the Marne), supported the strategy of
splitting the alliance. Sorel, III, 84. Michelet said
that Danton directed the entire affair from Paris.
Michelet, IV, 220. ’

L4, Diyouriez, III, 76-80, 83-85, 105-106.

45, Kellermann's version was supported by .
the editors of Dumouriez's memoirs, Berville and Barriere. ¢

46. Dumouriez, III, 1G5.
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that may be rendered here. However, to place matters in
perspective, it would appear that the primary motivating
factor at play for Dumouriez was a desire to separate the
Prussians from their allia&ce with Austria.u7 To accom-
plish this Dumouriez was prepared to sacrifice whatever
military superiority his army enjoyed over the Prussians,l+8
delay the use of confrontation tactics, and restrain
Kellermann. The presence of the Prussian King in his army,
the enormous suffering of his soldiers and their military
vulnerability no doubt led Dumouriez to believe that fair,
even friendly, treatment from the French would cause
Frederick-William to re-assess his position. It was a great
gamble and Dumouriez's failure to win this gamble, as will
be seen, was to expose the general to charges of softnkss
toward an enemy and even treason.

In early October, 1792, Dumouriez's strategy

of splitting the alliance was known and, to an extent,

47, Which had been his policy as Minister for
Foreign Affairs. See page 29.

48, As the phrasing suggests this is at best
a confusing issue for, as we shall see later, Dumouriez
came to argue increasingly that military considerations Rad
ruled his actions. Louls Philippe felt the French had the
military advarntage, if only because they were supplled and
the Prussians were not. Louis Philippe, pp. 293-29k.
Chuquet made much the same argument. Chuquet, pp. 129-130.
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accepted as being correct. On October 3rd the Convention
discussed Dumouriez's military and diplomatic manceuvres

.

and’ pronounced in favour of them;l+9 Brissot echoed this

in the Patriote ﬁxangajsg the following day.50 Even the
’ {

habitually %Bspicious Marat considered the negotiations

Ty

. worthwhile and advantageous but disagreed with prolonging
¢ them when the military advantage was so decidedly in
France's favour.51 The approval of the Council was noted
earlier. How§ver, as it became evident that the Prussians‘
were merely esééping, opinions hardened. 'Marat and
Prudhomme, editor of Révolutions de Paris, denounced
Dﬁmouriez,52 while Dumouriez altered his explanation by
formulating a decldedly clever military rationale which has

53

remained a source of confusion to the present.

| 49. Buchez and Roux, XIX, 205-209.

, e 50. Eltery, p. 309.

o 5. J.P. Marat, L'Ami du Peuple (Tokyo, 1967) .
XV, No. 10 (October 4, 17925, 79-80. Hereinaftér noted as
Journgl. - :

E W ‘ 52. See page 62.

; : 53. The military rationale was that the Prussians
: had been defeated but had a secure line of retreat; its place-

' ment and distress were such that it had no alternative other

than to retreat; the real threat and the real enemy was Austria

and its army was beseiging Lillej; and this threat required

all the available resources to counter: therefdre, to waste

men and arms on the Prussians would Jeopardize France's

agélitg to meet the Austrian challenge. Dumouriez, III, 93,

105-106.
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Still, Valmy had been a victorious battle for
the French,-the Prussians were retreating and Paris

54

welcomed 1ts new hero. Addre;sing the Convention on
October 12th, the general declared that liberty was tri-
umphing everywhere and would soon overrun the universe.
This war, he said, would be the last for it was a war of
eason against despotismj; and he vowed that his role was
to show himself worthy of command and to uphold the laws
decreed by the Convention, the représentative of the

55

soverelgn people. Escorted by Santerre, the commandant
of the Parisian national guard, Dumouriez appeared at

the Jacobin Club on the 14th. Embracing Robespierre on
entering, he refused to permit the Society's President,
Danton, to afford him a privileged place on the speaking
agenda.56 When his turn arose he announced to the members
that a new era had arrived with the Revolution and that he
hoped by the end of the month to be marching at the head
of 60,000 men attacking Kings and saving,their subjects
from tyranny.

-

Collot d'Herbois then made & speech that

54. Chuquet, p. 135.

i 55. Buchez and Roux, XIX, 286-289.
56. Jacobins, IV, 386.
57. Ibid., 386-387.
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portended the“shift of opinion already underway. He began
this speech by reminding the Society, a propos of their
enthusiastic applause for the general, that without his
soldiérs, Dumouriez would be without glory. As a general,
however, Dumourlez must recognize, said d'Herpois, that
his power emanated from his fellow citizens and not from
kings, and this meant that he must not compromise with
tyrants or serve any cause save that of liberty. On that
score, d'Herbois pointed oﬁt that Dumouriez deserved

reproach for having been overly geﬂérous to the Prussians

and for having treated their monarch "un peu trop...g 1
58

ancienne manisre francaise'. Dumouriez then rose and
4

demanded that this speech be published.??

During this visit Dumouriez also tried to repair

relations with the Brissotins. His friendship with Gensonné

was renewed6o and he and Brissot settled their differences

over the dismissal of the three Brissotig Ministers.61

Dumouriez and Rolawd were, reputedly, on the friendliest .

62

of terms and the general presented Madame Roland wfth

58. 1lbid., 387-390.

59. Ibid., 390.

6€0. Dumouriez, I, 323.
61. Chuquet, pp- 137-138.

62. Thiers, III, 67.

\
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a bouquet of flowers.63 He expressed his esteem for

: Vergniaud and undertook to find employ in th;'army for
i 6l ' , _
Guaijet's brother. For ‘their par},wBuzot, a Brissotin

\ ag

supporter, vigorously defendedf%uﬁouriez in the Convention

against Marat's criticisms .of the general's conduct during

M ]
TP T e+

R Belgium.

the Prussian retreat®? and the Brissotin weighted Council
§ . ' gave its approval for Dumouriez's. projected invasion\of
| 66
!

Nonetheless, Dumouriez's actions and presence
in Paris’ﬁéyé not universally applauded. Prudhomme's
weekly ﬁéwspaper had urged its readers on September 29th
to wa}éh Dumouriez.67‘_The following week he condemned
. : the Weétermann missigh to Paris as being shameful: why

had Dumouriez made an effort to appease a defeated monarch?

§ What was worse, wrote Prudhomme, Dumgg;iez had debased the

; nation by writing to Frederick-William. Prudhomme could

’ﬁ
) offer his readers only three possible explanations for the
i \ .
~
. , ' 63. Roland, p. 160.
: 64. Chuquet, pp. 137-138.
65. Buchez and Roux, XIX, 221-222.
66. Dumouriez, III, 127. Of the six Ministers,
three were Brissotin supporters.
{
! ' ‘ 67. R&volutions de Paris, Na. 168 (September
: 22-29, 1792), 13. ‘ :
| K
'%. 4 \ Y
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& escape of the F;:;;;Zh‘army:, Dumouriez was either a traitor,

a dupe of the Prussians', or the Prussian army was far

stronger than reports had indicated.68

PN ‘ g
SN ~

issue Prudhomme denounced: Dumouriez's visit to Paris as
- B —

In the October 13th

é ) being irresyonsible and duestio‘%d the credibility of the
i © general'® reports.on the numbers of Prussian prisoners
.
taken.69 .

b ﬁ;rat's crit%cisms began almo;t simulpane?usly.
| i ' In the Octo¥er 4 issue of L'Ami du Peuple, now entitled

| Journal de 1lg R€publigue francaise, he stated that pro-

. longed negotiations with a powérful'enemy were one thing

4 but, witha defeated one, "la seule n8gociation est de

, ' tomber dessus et de l'exterminer". 70 The fact that Dumouriez
" had prolonged the talks, charged Marat, indicated that he

) waé working with the royalists to save Louis XVI. In the
w0 \ » ;
‘ ‘ same issue Marat reported that two of his colleagues had

' -

requestedféhatshe cease his attacks on Dumouriez’! because

K . -

' 4
N .

~

— o 68. Ibid., No. 169 (September 29-October 6;
1792), 59-67. Westermann's mission was a topic of prief’

E discussion at the ention on September 26, where he was

L . ' erroneously refe o as "an agent of the ﬁing of Prussia.”
f o - Nothing sinister seen by the~deputies in this mission.

] Bachez and Roux, XIX, 127-128. ,

-, B 69. Révolutions de ngig; Na, 170 (October 6-
S ' 13, 1792), 11k,
Lo

70.q Journal, XV, No. 10 (October k4, X??Z), 79-80.

. \. B . 71. The colleagues were not igdentified nor is
‘ thg writer aware of any earlier publishedyattacks on Dumouriez.

-
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of the advantages he had gained in the war. His published
response to them was that he would if tbe general destroyed
the Prussian army, launched the Belgian revolution, seized
Brussels and pressed for Louis' execution.72

Nine days later, Marat launched an attack on
Dumouriez that was to mark the beginning both of a gquarrel
il Dumouriez's flight to the Austrian® in April

f Marat's association oy/Dumouriez with the

the personalities, of/the "faction infQme" led

3 Marat reported qhat two Parisian volunteer

lasting
1793, and
polici

by Brissot

7 , '
72. Journal, XV, No. 10 (October 4, 1792) 79-80.

73. For the period from September to December,
1792, the writer has found nineteen different labels applied
by Marat to the "Girondin party", of which "Glrondin" was
among the least used and then only in the context of the
deputies from the Gironde. Marat's favdurite label was
"faction" with adjectival v&iations applied to it, hence
its quotation here. Brissot was most often, though not
exclusively, referred to as the leader of the faction with
Guadet occasionally appearing as a co-leader as in "la faction
Gnadet-Brissot'". Guadet or Roland became sole leaders}from
time to time but Roland was usually referred to as "l'ame.
de la faction". On oSne occaslon Gensonné surged into the
leadership but then fell (or was raised?) to "1l'fme de 1la
faction" before resuming his usual position in "...les
Vergnigud, les Gensonné, etc.". In the period from January
to April, 1793, "faction" gave way to "les hommes d'gtat",
and saw only one attempt by Marat to define the group he

meant by "etc.". This definition was given on January 18th:
"Lg qépntﬁpjog des bouches du Ridne §’§toi§ presgue toute
co gee (Roveére and Gasparin excepted) par l'ggt;gmigg de
Barbaro vec celles d Gironde, du Finist t d
Calvgdos". Journal, XV%I, No. 181 iJanuary 18, 1793), 7.

X .
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battalions, Mauconseil and Republican, had been accused of

murdering four prisoners of war and that generals Chazot

and Dugourieé had been relentless in their determination

to see the battalions punished. This appeared most suspi-

cious to Marat as he could think of no plausible reason for

the idle massacre of four unarmed prisoners, and so he

suggested to his readers that there must be a plot at work

to impugn the reputations of two patrioti¢ battalions.

Were the battalions, he asked, an embammssment to gome

perfidious general or Qas there a congpiracy afoot by

Roland, the faction and the generals ts\denigrate Parisians?7
Dumouriez was vulnerable om this point, both

specifically and generally. in his memoirs he stated that

one of the reaséns he had supported war in Aprii was that -

it would get the "hot heads" out of the cities and into a

disciplined formation.’’ Prior to Valmy he had complained

of desertions, lack of discipline, slanderous rumour- -

‘mongering and political vigilggpjd sm -among the volunteers.76

To put a stop to this the general had asked for, and received,

permission from the é§sembly to publish on a national scale

PGS
his address t#f the volunteers of Ch3lons. This address

s
74. Ibid., XV, No. 19 (October 13, 1792), 149-152,"
* 75. Dumouriez, II, 215.
76. 1bid., III, 31-32, 38-39, 55-56.
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warned potential volunteers that if they joined the a;hy,
they mus} submit to ﬁilitary discipline.77 Ciaviére so
approved of Dumouriez's initiative to restore order that
he queried in a letfer to him whether or not it would be
feasible fo form the worst offenders into a separate army
and send them off alcne to conguer Europe.78
Thus when General Chazot informed Dumouriez

of the slayings,79 Dumouriez must have regarded it as

another example of the indiscipline he despised and seized

. e i (] 3
upon it as a case to set an example. "Hommes criminels,"

-

read his proclamation to the battalions, "gque ie ne puis

nopmer citoyens ni soldats, la France entiere s'irrite de

votre crimes; livrez vos armesy si vous resistez., j'emploirai

contre vdus la force”.8o On no account were any of them

77.* Buchez and Roux, XVIII, 17.

. 78. Quoted in J.C. Renaut, "Claviére et Dumouriez",
Lg Revolution francaise, I, (1881), 101.

79. Chazot's letter informed Dumouriez th®t on
the night of October 4-5 the two battalions seized four,
Prussians deserters and threatened to kill them. Summoned
from his lodging by municipal officials, Chazot proceeded
to harangue the battalions for some time, vowing to die in |
defending the Prussians' lives. Chazot claimed he was then
insulted and menaced and had his own life threatened by
some of the soldiers. The Prussians were\murdered shortly :
thereafter. This letter is reprinted in f2ll in Journal, ‘.
XV, No. 22 (October 16, 1792), 173.. ‘

i
80. 1Ibid., 176.
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ever to serve the Republic again for those innocent of the
murders were cowards ("des 13ches") for not having pre-
vented the crime. The battalions were to be stripped of
their orms and uniforms and transported in disgrace to
Paris.81 Dumouriez then delegated the entire affair to
Beurnonvilie who, Dumouriez clalmed in his memoirs, was
empowered to restore the battalions to the army once the
guilty soldiers had been purged.82

Though Dumouriez's claim may be true, it was
also true that he was being pressured in the direction of
leniency. Beurnonville was slow in separating the guilty
from the innocent and began the march to Paris as he had ‘
been ordered to do. En route the battalions were Jjeered
and insulted by various municipalities and, in the case

83

of Meziéres, were made to sleep outside the city limits.

81. The proclamation is reprinted in Ibid., 176-7.

82. Dumouriez, III, 112-113. Another poténtial
factor in the punishment accorded the battalions was given
at the Jacobins on October 17 by an unidentified member.

by the Mauconseil section as being suspgcted of favouring
arigtocratic government and that one of\Dumouriez's aldes,
Bougoin, had once served in the Mauconseil battalion, but )
had been recalled and carried the indignation of the section.
"C..." concluded by telling the members thdat Bougoin, a
known supporter of Lafayette, had appeared in the section

to claim full credit for the destitution of the battalion.

Jacobins, IV, 403.
83. Buchez and Roux, XIX, 316.

“"C..." testified that Chazot had previo%sly been denounced

e ¥
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News of this treatment enraged the Mauconseil section of

Paris, which established a committee of twelve to inves-

\\f}gate the charges against the battalions.Bu Fear of an

uprising in Paris when the battalions arrived caused the
Military Committee of the Convention to order a halt to
Bewrnonville's march until such time as an ingquiry could

be held. Adding further to the problem was the receipt by
the Foreign Affairs Minister, Le Brun, of the procés-verbal

. of the municipality of Rethel,85 the town where the slay-

ings .had taken place, which stated that the four Prussian
prisoners of war were, in fact, four French gmigrés.

Rumours of the content of this procés-verbal caused the

Military Committee to suspend judgement on the battalions.86
It appeared possible that Dumouriez had made a mistake.
‘ Unfortunately, it mattered little whether or

not Dumouriez had responded quickly to these developments

for in Paris, it appeared that the truth was“being concealed.

4

8. Ibid., 316.

85. The procés-verbal was read at the Convention
on the 18th. It identified the four men by name and stated
that they had beem serving in a Russian regiment and had taken
advantage of its proximity to the French border to desert so
as to spare themselves from fighting fellow Frenchmen.

Ibig- 9 331 -331+.

86. Journal, XV, No. 2% (October 17, 1792), 181;
Ipid., No. 24 (October 18, 1792), 189-191; Ibid., No. 25
October 19, 1792), 202. :
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Marat was unable to obtain any officiasl information on the
subject and, what was worse, the Surveillance Committée,

the Military Committee and the War Minister, Servan,

_expressed total ignorance, save for Chazot's letter, of any

background material on the affair.87 Dumouriez became
further involved by telling Marat on the night of October
19 that all relevant material could be found at the War
Ministry, in his report to the Convention, or at the
Surveillance Committee. When confronted bith the deputy's
protestations to the contrary, Dumouriez turned his back
on Marat andjwalked away.88

. Retracing his steps Marat once again applied
to the Surveillance Committee for information. This commit-
tee then troubled itself to demand the release of the procés-
verbal of Rethel, which turned out, strangely enough, to
be in Servan's possession.89 At the Jacobins on the 17th

Marat recounted his confrontation with Dumouriez at Talma's

glittering f8te for the victor of Valmy. He began by

87. 1Ibid., No. 23 (October 17, 1792), 181.

88. For Marat's version, see: Ibid., No. 24
(October 18, 1792), 192-194; Ibid., No. 25 (October 19, 1792),
196-197; Jacobins, IV, 399-400., For Dumouriez's version,

which largely agrees with Marat's, see: Dumouriez, III, 111-115.

89. For some reason Marat did not find this
suspicious. He claimed later, October 19, that Le Brun was
responsible for keeping the proc®s-verbal secret.
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describing the appalling decadence of this party and noting
the presence of three Brissotin supporterg, Kersaint, Gorsas
and Lasource. He then proceeded to denounce Dumouriez and
Chazot on the basis of the procés-verbal and suggested to
the Soclety that these two generals were allied with the
”faétion”.go That Marat was attacking a now famous general
three days after his enthusiastic reception at the Society
did ﬁot please many members. An unidentified member stated,
to a mixed reception, that he was not convinced by Marat's
"proofs", while another spoke in favour of Dumouriez.91
Leonard Bourdon supported Marat by denouncing the Ministers
as "liars", Chazot as "un 8tre exécrable" and agreed there
was the suspicion of association. However, on Dumouriez,
Bourdon reserved judgement and he added the thought that
although the slayinés were regretable and a violation of
"quelgques formes'", affairs such as this should be overlooked.
The next day Marat raised the issue in the Con-
vention. Citing the procés-yverbgl of Rethel as proof,

Marat claimed that the "deserters" were émigre spies

90. Jacobins, IV, 399-400.
91. Taschereau.

92. Jacobins, IV, 400-403. Robespierre's opinion
on Dumouriez's conduct was that the general would rectify
the situation the instant he was apprised of the true facts.
Buchez and Roux, XIX, 310.

92

»
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conspiring, perhaps, with Chazot and he demanded that
Chazot be served with a decree of accusatlion. The reading
of the procés-verbal clearly did not strike the deputdes
as ''proof" of very much, for Marat was recalled tolthe
tribune to explain his conclusions. This he did by adopt-
ing Bourdon's argument that the émigrés would have fallen
under the weight of the law, later rather than sooner.
In any event, he argued, a general does not cashier two
entire battalion§ for a handful of guilty soldiers.93
Kefsaint responded to Marat's charges by
informing the Convention that the guilty soldiers had been
purged by the battalions and the battalions had rejoined
the Army of the North. The four &migrés, he said, had
wished only to serve the Republic, making their assassina-
tions a tragedy, and he urged the deputies to threw a veil
over the issue and proceed with more pressing matters.
Boileau then demanded that the Convention waste no more
time on Marat and that the tribune be purifiedﬁthe instant
Marat finished any future spe;\zhes.95
For all intents and purposes the issue of the

two battalions was at an end save for an important postscript.

93. Buchez and Roux, XIX, 330-335.
9%. 1Ibid., 335-336.
95. Ibid., 336.
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In mid-December the Committee of General Security méde its
report on the entire affair. This report concluded that
the four émigrés had worked against the nation; had beens
receiving special treatment from the municipality of Rethelj
and that &migrés, generally, had been numerous in the
vicinity of Rethel. At. the same time, the report found
that volunteers, as a rule, had been suffering from a

lack of food, clothing and lodging, and that resentment
towards the émigrés had steadily developed to violent
proportions. The four fmigr€s in question, however, hag
been murdered by volunteers from a number/yf battalions.
Chazot,‘the report charged, had chosen two battalions at
random to suffer the consequences, while Dumouriez had
allowed his prejudices to override an examination of the
affair prior to assessing a punishment.96 Marat had been
vindicated.

Over fﬁéihistory of the Revolution the affair
of the two battalions does not, of course, loom very large.
Even in the context of Marat's conflict with Dumouriez its
importancq’phould not be exaggerated for Marat was of the
school of thought that all gncien xégimg generals should

be cashiered by the Republic. As such, he was ever vigilant

. N
- ?w 4
v

-
e

~

96. Journal, XVI, No. 79 (December 20, 1792)
227-228.

97. Ibid., XV, 'No. 24 (October 18, 1792), 192
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of the slightest deviation, or suspected deviation, from

pure patriotism. The demands made by Marat to his colleagues

98

for his "approval" of Dumouriez indicate reasonably well -

that Dumourliez would never have gained“Marat's approbation.
That Dumouriez would "tear off the mask'" was only a question
of time, and the two battalions had announced the hour:
Marat's denunciations of Dumouriez would be virtually

99

ceaseless for the next few months. Among these denun-

ciations would appear a prediction, on October 31, that
Dumouriez would emigrate by March, 1793.100

Of considerably more importance t¢/ this thesis
is that the affair of the two battalions prompted Marat

first to suggest, and then to assert, that Dumouriez was

a 'treature" of the Brissotins. Thus, for Marat, Dumouriez's

biography was as follows: ‘"apcien espion de cours, le

flago S 1 Mottie (Laf t 'Ame

d e de Lo C o & otecte d

Roland et de la cligue de la républigue rédérative". O
. a—

98. See page 64.

99. The succession of issues of the Joyr is
staggering: October 18, 195 20, 21, 22, 23, 2%, 28, 29, 31;
November 9, 11, 12, 17, 20,¥1, 22, 23, 24, 26, 28, 29;
December 2, 3, 7, 8, 9, 15, 17, 18, 20, 22, 27, 30, 31}

. January 2, 9, 12, 19, 24, 28, 29.

100. Jourpal, XV, No. 37 (October 31, 1792)

101, 1Ibid., XV, No. 35 (October 29, 1792), 279.
The same issue condemned the Prussian negotiations.

296-297.
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The purpose of Dumouriez'¥ visit to Paris, charged Marat,
was to concert plans with 'the clique" for the establish-
ment of a federal republic.102

The affair of the two battalions also illu-
strated, and suggested, aspects oleumguriez's character’
that should not pass ﬁhremarked. The general clearly
wanted order, obedience, and.the freedom to provide leader-
ship.‘\Having become convinced that tﬂe volunteers were in
need of draconian disciplinary measures to effect some
degree of order in the army,m3 he had sought, in the
case of the two battalions, to cope with the situation in
the old fashion. Here he displ§yed, perhaps for the first
fime, a major misunderstanding of the revolutionary context
within which he was working. In disobeying'Lucknerml‘L he
had taken care to involve the reépective municipality in
his action and he informed the Assembly of the reasons for
disobeying. A little more than a month later he ac%ed in
a far more controversial manmer without involving either

the municipality or the Convention. For Dumouriez to have

assumed that he could march two battalions of Parisian

[

102. Ibid., XV, No. 24 (October 1'8, 1792), 194

, 103. Louis Philippe was of the same opinion.
Louis Philippe, 281, 296.

104, * See page 5.

/
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volunteers in disgrace to Parls gs a public example of the

consequences of insubordination on the ‘basis, as he told

Marav,105

of his word that they were gullty, was sheer
folly. However, with the exception of Marat, no one of
politiéal importance had @ade an issue of the affair,
permitting it to fade slowly and to do a minimum of damage
to Dumouriez's reputation.

The affair certainly did nothing to sour
relations between Danton and Dumouriez during the general'@,
Parisian visit. As we have seen,106 the two men had
reacted in a similar fashion to the military crisis of
late August and early September and this, claimed Dumouriez,

107

had formed a bond between them. In fact, their associa-

tion may have been of a longer duration. There is some ‘
evidence to suggest that Dumouriez had offered Danton the
position of Minister of Justice in the Patriot Ministry,
and rather more evidence that Danton had intervened on ‘

behalf of the abbé d'Espagnac, Dumouriez's war contracgsi,

1
to obtain supply contracts from Servan in August.

105. Dumouriez, III, 112-113; Journal, XV,
No. 25 (October 19, 1791), 196-197.

106. See page 51.
107. Dumouriez, III, 117.
108. A. Mathiez, Dapton et la Paix (Paris 1919),

- 16-17; Hampson, pp. 69, 96. The evidence for the dffer of

a portfolio résts largely on Danton's statements at his
trial in 1794, | N

v
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Charges have also been made that the two were fellow
09

speculators in Bhe war contracting business.1
It should not appear surprising, then, that ’
Dumouriez claimed in his memoirs to haﬁé argued consistently
and strdngly on behalf of Danton to the Brissotins.110
Dumouriez alleged that he had considered, the Brissotins to
be losing their influence in October because of their
"tortuous" and "machiliavellian" politics and that he had

1 Danton, he clalmed

reecommended Daﬁton)s services to them.
was the only man capdble of saving France from totai
disaster. Unfortunately, Dumouriez said he had found the
Brissotins unhappy with bothghim and Danton, the one for
winning a battle and relieving the crisis, 'the other for
urging a resolute defense of the capital. The Brissotins,
and Dumoﬁ?Iéé claimed Danton as the soﬁrce for tﬁis informa-
tidn, had hoped to use the war as an excuse to move the ]

government away from Paris and, in a more secure atmosphere,

112

destroy the Jacobins. The result of his visit, Dumouriez

maintained, was that the Brissotins made a publie diﬁglay

)

109. Hampson, p. 96. .
s 110. Dumouriez, III, 116, 125-126.
‘111.  Ibid., 117, 126. ¢

t12. Ibid., 116, 125.
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of their support for him, to prevent his uniting with the

’ F Jacobins, but had rgfused to confide in him privately and,

by praisidg a man who was in their disfavour,‘ne had

unwittingly widened the gap between Danton ands the Brissotins.

army at the end of October to launch an invasion of Belgium.11L+

Be this as 1% may, Dumouriez returned to his

Enteg;ng that country on November 3rd Dumouriez publishqd

,,a short proclamation that would soon become a point of con-

. ¢’
. O tention between the general and the Convention. 15 The

s

_ French were coming as brothers and friends, it read, to
f . restore liberty and to ensure the establishment of a consti-
' .tution and a government of Belgian making, without. French '
. *interference.116 Three days later Dumouriez S army success-

Iully stormed the ﬁustrian entrenchments

w‘»l

. ;:é{ thereby,gaine

t Jemappes and

.CO trol of the entire country 17 T29/Republic

RIS "oN
R

%;ried the war beyond its frontier./ﬁw\:
{1“'“‘ . , NQP -~ o . ’j’; - ’
sl RS

’ O I,
/.f ‘3. o, e S

) . . - " '

\h‘_

11k,

3

.homé a fact tHat would be

divulged 1o the Convention gn

Decemper 7. Buchez and Rouxy XXI, 206, ~

15. o | L
R 116 ﬁmounez, 111, 296 c-
: \'r;?7. Apart’ from su gply problems, thq‘geogréphy

slgium s such that, once defeated, an army rarely hag
‘ thn opportunity of - gaining a second battle position, © °

-

See page B8.

113

o . L
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happy with r}m in public. ‘
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For the second time Dumocuriez was a hero in
Paris. His portrait could be purchased from street vendors

[ 4

and Le Brun, the Foreign Affairs Minister, named his new-
118

-

born qsughter Civilis~-Victoire-Jemappes-Dumouriez.
The Convention enthusiastically applauded the Jemappes
bulletin as did the Jacobin Club.119 Even Marat; who had
been tireless in denocuncing the Dumouriez-Briss;tin alllance,
was forced to admit that the vast‘ma;brity considered his

ragings on Dumouriez to be 1udicrous.120 Chabdt, who had

121

condemned Dumouriez's actions in June, was lauding

Dumouriez at the Jacobins in November for having struggled ,
against Brissotin interfexence in the,Patriot Ministry.

By ﬂgfusing the Brissotins the use of his secret expenses
fund, asserted Chabot, Dumouriez had narrowly escaped - -

2
imprisqnment.12 If Dumouriez's politjcal associations

were not clear, it was clear that virtually everyone was

"¥almy and Jemappes had returned Dumouriez's

public standing to that of the previous March and more.

L)
L

- ‘ 118. Chmuet, p. 143. . \

. 119. BucheZ and Roux, XX, 2}#; Jacobins, IV,\H73.
. 120. Jourpal, XVI, No. 43 (November 12, 1792), 409.

121. Jacobins, II¥, 693.

122. Ibid., IV, 466. ‘
. R ' . ’ L ) : >
) . . \Q‘L ‘ .

.AI" !



L]

79

K4

The general, who had been political anathema in June, would
probably have been a prized public, if Eot private, asset
to any politic;l group. Yet the evidence is conflicting.
on Dumouriez's associations at the time of Jemappes. There
had been an association with Danton during Sébtember and
October, as a minimum, but the evidence suggests mutual
financial interests to have been the basis of the relation-
ship. With the Brissotins the evidence is clear that .
Dumouriez had made an effort to regain their trust but

the evidence ;lso suggests that he had beenﬁunsuccessful

in this. The Jacobins, with the exception of Marat, had
besant suppor%ive of the general but there is nothing to

suggest that Dumouriez had desired a political association
k] .

with them. Finally, Dumouriez's brief stay with the royal-

ist Sainte-Foy could hardly be construed, given their
friendship, as an indication of an on-going royalist asso-
‘l

cistion.

In the absengeé of convincing evidence regarding
™

Dumouriez's politicai associations we can draw only one

firm copclugidn from fhis chapter, being that the campaign

begun by Marat to discredit Dumouriez, and to assert that

‘the "factlon'agd the general were associated, was underway.
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The rapid occupation of Belgium by French
forces in November, 1792, had posed 'an ideclogical problem
f4r the Convention. In the spring of 1790 the National
Assembly had renounced all wars of conquest and had vowed
never to battle against the liberty of any people;1 now,
in late 1792, the French had occupied Belgium. This
ironical situation was partially rectified by the decree

&

of November 19, which promised brotherly assistance

(fraternite et secours") to ény people wishing to regain
their liberty. However, if the decrge had provided an

ideological bridge between 1790 and 1792, 1t was also a

flat declaration of war on all of Europe.2

As the war threatened to expand,3 it was

s

naturally to General Dumouriez that the Republic would turn
to achieve victories. Despite the jealousy of his fellow

officers, said cne source, it ws recognized dtfong thel

that he was the only one "gul fut en état de bien conduire

b Nonetheless, to place a general in such

.

1. Sydenham, The French Revolution, p. 9.

2. Byissot had recognized this fact in stating
the same month th&t ''we cannot rest until all Europe is ablaze "

Quoted in Thompson, Ihe French Revolutdon, p. 368.

3. It was "confined" to Austriaj-Prussia'and
Sdrdinia in November. 5

h. Roland, p. 161.
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a crucial position without, as we have seen,5 firm knowledge
of his political convictions, was, at best, a calculated
risk. There has been a suggesﬁion that the Brissotins were
not‘bnly cognigant of this risk but were actively promoting
the fortﬁnes of General Miranda, a failed Spanish American
revolutionary s%{ving in Dumouriez's army, with a view to
supplanting Dumouriez with a more politically reliable
Commander-in-Chief.6 Whatever the truth of this suggestion
it is known that Brissot made an effort to correspond with
Dumouriez in November and December. It is also known that .
Dumouriez did not reply to these letters.7 .

If these letters suggest that the Brissotins

had felt Dumouriez to be in need of some cajoling, there was

5. See page 79.
6. Michelet, V, 312-313, 322.

7. This "correspondence", which Brace felt .
supported his argument that Brissot and Dumouriez were on
"friendly" and'"cordial" terms during this period, amounts
to three letters. On examination it will be found that
the only "proof" they attest to, apart from Dumouriez's '
friendship with Gensonn§, is that Brissot believed (or hoped?)
that Dumouriez was removed from Jacobinism: '"yos ennemis sont
b3 S o, 8BS (3 S ZJere{:in - (]l & .C N - A WA - =1
doutez pas". Brace's argument may be found in Brace, p. 495 %
the texts of all three letters are reprinted in C. Perroud
Corregpo P J.P. B (Paris, 1911), 3{4-
e -%351 ,"5528; aﬁé s "q"u_EotaH"on S on Ipid., 3200 "1t
is in the last letter, December 9th, that Brissot complained
of not having—receivea a reply and.this was confirmed in g ,
letter from Miranda to Brissot on December 19. Ibid., 320-321.
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a deputy of the Convention who saw the wér, the generals
and the Republic in dire need of some harsh truths. Cambon,
chairman of the Finance Committee, had begun to argue for-
cibly in early November that the war was bankrupting the
Treasury and he was, by the end of November, approaching a
full scale confrontation with Dumouriez over the question
of army éubbly.B

Dumotiriez's army was supplied by the abbé
d'Espagnac, a disreputable %ndividual, who had gained the
contract in large part due to Danton's influence.9 After
Valmy Dumouriez had placed no small share of the credit

for victory on the talents of d'Espagnac's company10 a

nd,

after Jemappes, had asrgued that the continuatidn of d'Espagnac's
contract was essent®al to the continued success of the French
forces. ' Charges have been made, thever, that Dumouriez's
resolute support of his contractor stemmed as much from

personal profiteering as from a belief-in the indispensability

8. The reader is referred to F. Bonarel, Cambon
R (Paris, 1905), 201-205, for a more
complete account of the various feuds between Cambon and
Dumouriez during the month of November.

e | .
9.- Thompson, Ihe French Revolution, p. 488.
See also . page 75. ‘

10. Buches’and Roux, IX, 286-288.
11. Ibid., XX, 400-401; Hampson, p. 97.
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of d'Espagnac's services.12
Indispensable or not,d'Espagnac's position was
becoming less secure. Servan had resigned the War Ministry
in late October and had been replaced by Pache, a Jacobin.
Pache, in concert with Roland, among others, had investigated

the entire army supply problem13

and had decided that ®&rgan-
ization, control and leadership were imperative in this areas.
The result was the creation in early November of a Central
Purchasing Directory which was, commencing January 1, 1793,
to oversee, coordinate and administrate all purchasing and
supply distribution for gvery army serving the Republic.1u
Army supply was to be state controlled. Meanwhile Cambon's’
indignant remarks at the Convention on the ruinous cost of
Dumouriez's army provisions had been gaining influence

through November. On the 22nd the Convention considered

12. Lefebvre stated that Dumouriez had become
"financlally independent" as a result of the Jemappes
campaign. Lefebvreé 1, 277. See also: Mathiez, Danton

0; T

t 1 Paix, pp. 89- hompson, The F Reyo on,
P- Egg; an& Hampson, pp. 96-97.

13. Army supply in 1792 could be a research topic
of some length and complexity on its own. The problem,
essentially, was the absence of any checks or controls once
a contract had been awarded. An unscrupulous contractor
If he took pains to involve the respective civil and mil{tary
authorities in his abuses, was unlikely to be caught in
violation of his contract.

1y, Chuquet, p. 147.

-~
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there to be sufficient suspicion of financial wrong-doing to
order the arrest of d'Espagnac and two of his associates,
Malus and Petit Jean.15
The arrests and the creation of the Directory
exasperated Dumouriez. He had hoped, after Jemappes, to gain
authorisation from the Convention to deal personally and
exclusively with d'Espagnac's company for the supply of his
army16 ana, now, not only had his contractor been arrested
but, by January, the general would have no direct involve-
ment in supply matters. Dumouriez wrote a bitter letter to
the Convention condemning the Direc&{;y and the arrests,
demanded that he be called to the bar of the Convention to
speak in defence of his cont;actor, and, .If d'Espagnac was
found guilty, to serve the sentence with him. Dumouriez's
letter was referred to_committee.17
Meanwhile, the respective committees of the
Convention (Finance, War and Diplomacy) had’been investigat-
ing ways and means of reducing the horrendous cost of the war.18

19

Danton and three others

14

were dispatched to Belgium to report

-~

15. Buchez and Roux, XX, L00-401; Bénarel, 201205,

16. Bonarel, p. 204, "

17. Buchez and Roux, XX, 400-401,

18. In the month of December, for example, the war
would cost the Treasury 128 million liyres. Revenue for the
same month would be 39 million liyres. Bonarel, p. 231.

19. Camug,, Gossuin and Delacraix.

‘\,
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on Dumouriez's supply griefsQO and to make recommendations
on means of reducing the expenses. Their report, inspired
by Dénton but wrltten by Camus, was presented to the com-
mittees on December 11.21 In the discussions which followed
between the committees and the Council, Claviere, Camus and
Cambon succeeded not only inurging the-report's presentation
to the Convention but in gaining acceptance that this be
done promptly.22 Thus, on December 15, Cambon stood at the
tribune of the Convention and presented what was to become
the decree of ember 15.

In his introductory remarks, Cambon declared
that the purpose of the war was to destroy privilege ("guerre

chite chaumieres"), and that this object
should become statute.°> The Belgian people, he said,

20. As we have seen the Directory was created
in early November and was scheduled to-commence officially
on January 1, 1793. In the interim, however, all old con-
tracts were declared null and void, few current accounts
payable were paid, and no new purchases were made. With
supplies dwindling and French credit with suppliers .
faltering, Dumouriez deluged Pache and the Convention with

supply complaints. See Q2xxa5n9nQ?ngﬁ_dn_9§n§§al_23menxlgz
_avec P Minis G Paris, 1793), which covers

the period November - December, 1792
21. Sorel, III, 232-233.

22. Ibid., 233.
23. Buchez and Roux, XXI, 34O.
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deserved French support but "pous s voulons pas, nous ne

devons pas respecter les ggg:paggg:s".2u Therefore, "1l

- -

0 ons pouvo 0 1o
d ou_no ons".2> To this end, he continued,
all existing judicial and governmental structures must be
destroyed and replaced by sgns culotte creatiOns.26 As well,
the cost of the war, and the cost of administering an
occupied territory, should be covered by the seizure of the
former government's treasury and the assets of princes, their
supporters, and churches.27 The gssignat, he declared,
should become the currency of a liberated territory, not
only because it would alleéiate the excess of gssignats in
Frgzze, but because, strengthened by the wealth of the new
territory, they would quickly regain their value. As a
final note Cambon declared that, under this proposal,  all
French involvement would cease once an occupied territory.
had elected a government and had paid France's war expgnses.29
N

2%, Ibid., 341. -

25. Ipigd., 342.

26. Ibid., 3%3.

' 27. Ibid., 3Wk-3u5.
28. Ibid., 345-346. b
29. 1bid., 347.
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The Convention had clearly reached the conclusion
that revolutionary rhetoric must yield to economic reality
for, in the debate which followed Cambon's address, the
deputies voted amendments to make the proposal even stronger.
These amendments, which were concerned with voting qualifi-
cations and with the question of eligibility for office,
excludal all past and present officials, as well as bankers
and financiers, from voting or serving in the government.3o
With the vating of these amendments, and a third abolishing

|
\ nobility, Cambon's proposal was enthusiastically decreeg‘py

) ‘che Convention.3'
g _ Dumouriez did not recelv® the newsof the decree.

very happily.’“ff\hgd been his poligy since Jemappes to
interfere as little\as possible’;n Belgian affairs and to
cultivate a personal following among the Belgians.32 To
this end he had imposed stiff penalties on his soldiers for
looting dffences and had demanded the recall of General La

Bourdonnaye, a Jacobin, whom he accused of enforcin!
- -

30. Ibid., 348. The amendments, moved by Buzot
and Boyer-Fonffbde, two Brissotin supporters, were contested
by three Montagnards, Merlin (of Thionville), Desmoulins and
Bazire. These three deputies argued that the amendments
violated the sovereignty of the people and their liberty of
choice. Ibid., 349.

. 31. lhid., 350-35%. It was not voted applicable
to Belgium until January 18. Sorel, III, 259.

32. Sorel, III, 173-17L.
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contributions, looting ahd upsetting the ﬁbpulace.33
Dumouriez had also urged the'Belgians to call primary
assemblies together to elect a new government, and had
promised that the French would not interfere in these
elections or in the subsequent enactment 6} a constitution.3h
Further, he had refused to consider the taxation to offset
the cost of the war, arguing that the Jemappes campaign had
been one of liberation not aggrandizement 3 The decree

of December 15, he felt, was nothing better than "criminal
and sordid aVarice",36 which could result solely in the
alienation of Belgium and the subsequent loss of a friendly
base of operations for his army.37 Dumouriez's views
hardened further when Danton allegedly told him that the

purpose of the decree was to instigate disorders and thereby

hasten the reunion of Belgium and France.38 Determined to

. o
33. Dumouriez, III, 184-185.
34. Ibid., 296.
35. Ibid., 211-212; Brace, p. 497. '
36. Ibid., 296y )
37, Ibid., '3;«3‘?«:,;3218, 296-297.
\. -
38. _hi% 219, 239. NMajority political opinion
in Belgium favoured epen&ence and was highly conservative.
A much smaller segment of opinion desired reunion and republic-
anism. Dumouriez's views, therefore, reflected the majority's

but was in opposition to the Convention's opinion and that
of a minority of Belgians. Sorel, III, 173. .

¢ ‘
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contest this decree personally, he galned permission from

the Council to return to Paris. &
Dumouriez's visit to Paris, which lasted from

January 1st' to the 26th, was a heeric one. By his accoﬁnt,
he had come to Paris tospromote and to contest several
issues; the Pepeal of the December 15 deeree and the dis-
banding of the Purchasing Directory, the removal of Pache
from the War Ministry and the relnstatement of d'Espagnac,
authorisation from the Council to invade‘Holland in the
spring; and to lobby on behalf of Louis XVI, who was then
being tried by the Convejtien.39 As most, if not all, of
these problems required political solutions, it nas to the
Convention in general and the Brissqtins in particular that
he lboked for redrees. \

~ On January 7 a highly republican letter of
Dumouriez'; was read to the'&onven’cion.t‘.O Attached to this’
letter were four memoranda which eontained Dumouriezas

criticisms of the decree of December 15, Pache and  the.

Purchasing Directorf, as well as, signed letters of resignation

. A -
_5;5 K 39. Dumouriez, III, 299. =~ )

40. Dumouriez claimed he had extreme difficulty
convincing the Convention's President, Treilhard; to read the
letters. He did not give g reason for Treilhard s alleged
reluctance. JIpid., 305. _

D »
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“heferred to the Military Committee which, at the scheduled

91
¢ L4

to take effect should any one of h;s meqpranda not be given
satisfaction. These memoranda were not read to the Conven-
tion but were, instead, referred to the Coggittee of General
Security.LH This committeg discussed the general's criticisms
on the 13th and concl uded téat he should detail his p&ints
more carefully and return on the ;Sth. On this day he re-
appeared before the Committee only to find, he said, that the
members were solely interested in his charges against Pache“2
and not any of his other griefs.uB All memoranda were then‘(
time for discussion, had only five members in attendance.
Dumourieé claimed he was enraged by this and told the five
members te contact him when géi;tter number could attend.
He was never contacted.uu

Meanwhile he had been meeting with Cam%on to

register his objections with the December 15 decree. Cambon

offered no hope of a ehange in policy, allegedly telling

J Mavidal and E. Laurent, Archiy g Par ;
87- 1799 (82 vols. , Paris, 1868),

L2, Although Pache had entered the Ministry as
a protége of the Rolands, he had quickly joined the Jacobins.
As a result, both Pache and the War Ministry were the subject
of repeated arguments between the Brissotins and the
Montagnards in the Convention.

LVE, 258-259.

43. Dumouriez, III, 305-306.
W4, Ibid., 307.
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Dumouriez that he would have to recognize that the Treasury
was not & bottomless pit and that without Belgian resources

the war would soon bankrupt the Republic.L+5 Dumouriez

" claimed he had, responded by stating that if the decree

-«

resulted in a Belgian revoit, the Hepublic could expect to
see a full-scale rout of French forces in the spring.
Neither side having relented in their arguments, they met a
second time a few days later, only to~enter into a highly
vocal dispute which ended when Dumouriez abruptly walked out
of Cambon's house.u7 Cambaon subsequently announced to the
Convention that if the decree was not declared.applicable

to Belgium, he would attribute this to the power of General
Dumouriez's veto. Furﬁhermore, he warned the deputies

that the Republic could not depend on a general who threatened
resignation over every issue distastefui‘to him.l+8 The

December 15 decree was vOted applicable to Belgium.

Dumouriez fared much better, indirectly, with

" Danton. As we have seen,ug, Danton had been sent to Belgium

[

45. Ibid., 339-340.

46. Ibid., 340-3%41.

47. Ipid., 3l+1—3L»3.'

48. Buchez and Roux, XXIII, 251.
L9. See page 85.
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at the end of November to investigate Dumouriez's supply
griefs. He returned on the 14th of Jandary and told the
Convention a week later that, desplte Pache's claims to the
contrary, the army in Belgium was almost totally lacking in
provisions and supplies. Danton then proceeded to suggest
that the War Ministry be divided between twc men, thus re-
lieving Paché 'Of the supply ﬁroblem.so In the face of
Dantoh's report, Pache's Jacobiyg support began to erode51
before the Brissotin attacks on the:yar Mﬁnister and, on
February 4th,. he was replaced by General Beumonville, a
friend of Dumouriez's.s2 Shortly theregftgr the Pufchasing
Directory was abolished, Malus aﬁd Petit Jean were rein-
stated, and on the .motion of Thuriot,-a friend of Danton's,
d'Espagnac was r,eleased.53

! The Brissotin assault on Pache's War Ministry
inevitably involved Dumouriez. As the best-known general in
the Republic and as one who had consistently condemned Pache,

[
We was in a position to provide useful arguments for Pache's

[

50. Hampson, p. 98.

51. He was attacked at the Jacobins by Desfieux
on January 31st. dJacabins, V, 13.

52. The Jacobins had supported Beurnonville's
election to the Ministry but after February 15ththe Minister became
a regular target for Jacobin attacks.

53. Hampsos, p. 98.
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dismissal and to lend a prestigious reputation ¥o that end.
It is known that Dumouriez met several times with the

54

Brissotins during January but it.is uncertain whether these
diccussions portended anything more than agd hoc get-togéthe;s.
Governor Morris, the Ameridan representative to France,
suggested in a letter to President Washington that Dumouriez

and the Brissotins had joined forces: "Vergnigud, Guadet,

etc., sont en ce moment intimes gvec Dumouriez, et l'on
n'a ' gdmi ration gctuelle doit ®tre renversée,

', en commencant par chhg...”.ss

1
Dumouriez's version of his meetings with the

Brissotins disclaimed any meaningful resylts. He had appro-
)

ached the Brissotins, he said, tc urge them to save Louis

.from the scaffold, and to that end he offered military inter-.

vention as *a means of re-establishing order.56 The "chefs
de la Gironde" allegedly responded that they did not wish to
see the army used for political purposes but that two of them,

Gensonné and Pstion, promised to intervene on Louis' behalf.”’

54. As evidenced in a letter dated January 10
from Brissot to Miranda: "J! i i 2

Dumourjieg”. Quoted, in Perroud, 335.
55. Quoted in Jaures, VI, 336.

56. Dumouriez, III, 321.
F ]

57. 1bid., 323-32%.
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Dumouriez also claimed to have petitioned Claviére, Guadet,
Condércet, Vergnﬁaud, Le Brun and Garat to support Louis.58
Unfortunately, Dumouriez said, the Brissotins had decided to
vote against the king in the hope that, once ‘the monarch had
died, they would receive widespread public support f?r putting
an end to political strife. This decision, the general con-
cluded, was a blunder and represented the weak and shallow
machiavellianism of the Bris’sotins.59 Putting his opinions
into actjon, Dumouriez claimed to have ended his friendship
with Gensonné when the deputy voted for Louis' execution.

If the Brissotins had rejected Dumouriez's
advances, there is some evidence to support Dumouriez's
claim that the Jacobins had been trying to gain his support.
According to Dumouriez, he had been urged by Anarcharsis
Cloots and Dr. Seyffert to attend sessions of the Jacobin
Club and that these adyénces had led to the proposal of a
meeting with Proli, Desfieux and Saint—André.61 Dumouriez
claimed to have agreed, provided Proli was excluded,and

that on meeting with the other two Jacobins he had indicated

a willingness to attend the sessions, if the Society expelled

58. Ibid., 309, 317, 326.
59. 1bid., 313-316.

60. Ibid., 304.

61. 1bid., 326, 350.

)
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Marat and his followers.§2 This statement was seized upon
by Desfieux who, at the Jacobins on January 27, told the
members thét Dumouriez would attend if Marat were'éxpelled.
There was no debate on this statement.63

! . Dumouriez's demand that Marat be expelled was

| an indicafion that their conflict had been growing. Marat
had denounced Dumouriez's presence in Paris as being part of
a plot by the ”fao%ion” to gain Pache's dismissal and had
reminded his readers that Dumouriez was a member of the
”fa/ction”.6L+ Duﬁouriez said that the cumulative effect of
these charges had been devastating: " s s c ies

o

etalient grossigres. plus elles faisaient d'effet éur le

Qgggig”.és His soldiers, he claimed, slowly became suspicious
that Marat's "outrages" might be true and, as a result, the
soldierseno longer troubled themselves to defend his ngme
against Marat's cdlumnies.66 One possible example of this
gradual acceptance of Marat's opinion was that Prddhomme was

now speaking of a close relationship between Dumouriez and

[

N 62. 1Ibid., 350-352. ¢
\ .
\ 63. Jacobins, V, 11.

64. Journal, XVI, No. 96 (January 12, 1793), 370.
65. Dumouriez, III, 223.
66. Ibid., 223.
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the Brissotins. Dumouriez, Prudhomme wrote, was mirroring
the earlier actions of Lafayette and should, if he was a
sincere patriot, obey the Convention, apply the Decembér 15
decree and cease thinking he had a royal veto.67 Marat now
had a second major voice for his Dumouriez-Brissotin charge.
These two individuals were, nonetheless, express-
ing a minority view. As we have seen, Dumouriez failed to
achieve what he claimed to have desired most, the preservation
of Louis' 1life and the repeal of the December 15 decree. The
Brissotins had resolutely supported Cdmbon's decree and had
voted for Louis' death, while the election of Bewnonville to
the War Ministry had been hailed as enthusiastically by the
Jacobins as by the Brissotins. There was never any .f‘;uestion,
however, that thepBrissotins, as well as the Jacobins,
recognized Dumouriez's military talents. In much tﬂe same
way that General Montesquiou had> been forgiven his political
errors in the fall,68 Dumouriez's outspoken remarks would be
forgiven, provided he continued to gain victories. Thus, his

,appearance before ghe Council in mid-January to discuss his

¥

67. Réyo;gtgogg de Parig, XV, No. 183 (January
5-12, 1793), 121-122. As we shall see in "the next chapter,
Prudhomme dld not return to his assertion that Dumouriez
and the Brissotins were assoclated.

68. General.Montesquiou had been ordered arrested
for his suspected royalist sympathies but, 'when news of his
successful invasion of Savoy reached the éonvention he was
given a re&fieve. < -
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spring military strategy did not encounter any significant
debate.69

\ Events almost overran his strategy of invading
Holland for there were indications that England was con-
sidering neutrality in the war. Near the end of his visit
to Paris, Dumouriez met with De Maulde, the former French
representative in Holland, Benogt, a French embassy official
recently returned from London, and Le Brun, the Foreign
Affairs Minister. De Maulde reported that van Spiegel,
the Grand Pensionary of Holiand, and Lord Auckland, the
British representative in Holland, had expressed a desire
to negotiate with vumouriez on the neutrality question.70
Bend?t, for his part, said that Prime Minister Pitt had
requested the nomination of Dumouriez as the French nego-
tiator in the neutrality discussions and that 'this nomina--
Qion would be considered proof of France's sincerity by the

71

British Government. Le Brun then proposed to the Council

that Dumouriez be sent to London to request an immediate war

Ve

69. Dumouriez complained in his memolrs that
none of the Ministers took an interest in hisé plans because
they wanted Pache 'to assume all responsibility for the decision.
Dumouriez, III, 363. The Council, in January, comprised Roland,
Clavi®re, Monge, Le Brun, Garat and Pache. )

70. Sorel, IIT, 272; Dumouriez, III, 3BL.

, 71. Dumouriez, III, 384. Sorel stated that Benoit
"encouraged" Dumouriez to believe ?e Maulde's remarks. ©Sorel,
I11, 272. '
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, or peace decision from pite /2 ,

The Council refused,73 forcing Le Brun to adopt
a more circuitous route. He reappointed De Maulde to his
Dutch post and instructed him to arrange a meeting between

74

Auckland and Dumouriez. Maret, the former French repr-
sentative in Belgium% was dispatched to England‘to ascertain
the truth of Benogt's remarks and, if Dumouriez traveled to
England, to inform Chauvelin, the French representative, of |
his immediate reposting to Venice or Florence.75 Dumouriez
left Paris on January 26 depressed, he said, by the political
anarchy but 3$ptimistic that the diplomatic offensive ;%uld
succeed.

Revulsion against the execu?ion of Louis XVI
%oomed the offensive to failure. Chauvelin was ordered ocut
of England by February 1st and Maret's arrival was greeted

with his deportation papers.77 George III of Britain appeared

72. Dumouriez, III, 385; Sorel, III, 272.

73. Monge, Pache and Claviere voted against,
Garat in favour, Sorel, III, 272.

7%. Dumouriez, III, 391, De Maulde's re-appoint-
ment was short-lived. On March 9th he appeared at the Jacobins
to denounce Le Brun for dismissing him because he had nego-
tiated with Auckland in February. Jacobins, V,, 80.

75. Dumouriez, III, 391; Sorel, III, 273.

76. Dumouriez, III, 391.

77. 1bid., 3933 Sorel, III, 274.
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in public on January 24 to cries of "War on the French!",

and he demanded four days later that ¢he Parliament vote a
‘re-armament program.78 Emotions were running as high in
France, culminating in a formal dec%aration of war on

England and Holland on February 1st. Dumourie~z cancelled his
meeting with Auckland, declaring that England was responsible
for the war, not France, and that he consideﬂﬂd van Spiegel
guilty of fomenting anti-French feeling and of harbouring

émig:és.79

Dumouriez later claimed that the Convention's
declaration of war on England and Holland decided him}én a
counter-revolutionary course of action.80 He said that he

had felt the declaration to have been premature and irres~

ponsible,81 the work of Brissot, who was "jamais plus con-
n nd 0 1t faire du m l".82 If Dumouriez's

claims were true, his activities did not suggest them. He

had ordered Miranda to begin the siege of Maestricht and

78. Sorel, III, 27k4.
79. Dumouriez, III, 396-397.

80 This was one of many such claims in Dhmouriez's
memoirs, of which the earliest was his assertion that the
declaration of the Republic (September 21, 1792) had caused
him to hope that a successful war would enable him to restore
the Constitution of 1?291. Ibid., 58. The claim noted in
the text may be found in Ibid., fV, 12-1k4.

81, 1Ibid., III, 395.
82. Ibid., II, 136
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haa his own army poised for-an invasion before he knew of
the declaration.83 Further, the invasion of Holland had
consistently been Dumouriez's policyBM"an although he had
claimed this would not occasion Englahdfg entry -into the
war,85 he must have recognized that this was a d§ facto
declaration of war on England. In any event, Dumouriez
published a republican proclamation to the Dutch people,
86

which urged them to join in his war of liberation, and
began his invasion of Holland on February 16th.

By this action and by his having undertaken the
diplomatic mission in pursuit of British neutrality,
Dumouriez would, at least publicly, appear to have been
reconciled to the Republic. Despite his failure to save
Louis or to obtain the repeal of the December 15 decree, he
- had gained some redress in the dismissal of Pache, the rein-
| statement of Malus, Petit Jean and, shortly, d'Espagnac, and

approval for the invasion he had long promoted. If the

Brissotins had not shared his political opinions at least they,

and Danton, had been prepared to support his military opinions.

83. Chuquet, p. 160.

84%. Lefebvre, I, 282; Sorel, III, 175; Dumouriez,
III, 22k,

85. Dumouriez, III, 22.

86. Reprinted in Reyolutions de Paris, XV, No. 189
(February 16-23, 1793), 359-360. -




102

) The Jacobins had been almost as resolute in their support
for Dumouriez the general, and, as evidenced by his meeting
with Sainte-Andre” and Desfieux, must have considered Dumouriez's
politics to have been flexible enough to permit the hope that
he might attend the Club on a regular basis. Further, with
the exception of Marat, no Jacobin of any importance had

} considered Dumouriez to be allied with the Brissotins.87
Finally, no important pélitical figure had expressed any
concern for Dumouriez's loyalty to the Republic. He may not
have been intimate with any group but both the Brissotins

and the Jacobins had faith in his continued loyalty.

87. In fact, Robespierre flatly denied on December
12 that Dumouriez was associated with the Brissotins and added
that Dumouriez held them in contempt. Jacobins, IV, 574.
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The invasion of Hollan@ was a bold strategic de-
cision for\khe Republic to have made. It will be seen on
the accompanying map that Custine's forces at Mainz suffered
from badly over-extended supply Zﬁd\communication iines and
* that the security of Dumouriez'i army was predicated on the
ability of Miranda to hold the Austriaﬁslin check at
Mgestricht and Aix-la-Chapelle. Dumouriez's plan was to'
ovkrrunwthe poorly defended Holland as quickI& as possible
and prn march down the Rhine to rejoin Miranda's forces.
Custin;\was to direct his forces on Coblentz.1 «
All began well, at least in Holland. Dumouriez's
army quickly ized the fortresses of Breéa, Klundert and
Geertrgidenbézz, before halting ét Moerdyk. The road to
Rotteraam was almosﬁ open. Meanwhile Miranda's siege of
Maestricht had BOllapged under tEE_pressure of an offensive
by the dustrians, under the Prince of Coburg. The French
soon lost Aix-la-Chapelle, Tirlemont and Li;ge and, by March 9th,
the Austrians were advancing on Louvain, the last stronghold
Before Brdssels.__Not only did this Austrian advance threaten
to sever Dumouriez's supply lines but his presence in ‘Belgium
was deemed a necessity by the Council. The irvasion of Holland
was abandOned‘.2
;

.

1. Chuquet, pp. 161-162.

2. Ibjd., pp. 162=16k.
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iumouriez had not been in Belgium stnce the
implementation of the December 15 éecree and he claimed that
he had been appalled on his arrival in Brussels on Mafch 11
to find t?e area in total chaos.3 He was also angered by
the exces%es of some of the Council's commjssarsL+ and he
elected, essentially, to declare a state of emergency with
himself as chief executive officer.5 Clearly overstepping
his authority, he dismisseq_all of the commisars; banished
the Jacobin military commander of Brussels, Moreton, to Douaij
the gates of Brussels were closed and armed patrols sent

through the city to arrest brigands and deserters; "General"

Estienne, commander of the Légion des sans-culottes was

arrested and the legion disbanded; magistrates dismidsed by
the commissars were reappointed and instructed to apply the
law to all offenders, be they French or Belgian and he
demandéd that church property be restored under penalty of
arrest.6 Dumouriez was determined to have order.

Pt
In opposition to these actions were the Convention's

3. Dumouriez, IV, 62.
. These commissars had been appointed by the Council

on January 18 and were instructed to apply the December 15
decree in fheir respective cities.

5. Dumouriez, ]V, 62; Louis-Philippe, pp. 377-379.
6. Dumouriez, Iv; 63-6/; Louis Philippe, pp. 377-379.

»
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representatives in Belgium.7 On protesting hls authoritar-
ianism,'he allegedly responded by telling them that all laws -
were secondary to public safety; that the Convention did not
understand the situation in Belgium, having been misled by
false reports from its representatives; that he Held the
responsibility for the army and the reoccupation of Belgium;
and that he would have consulted with tﬁem before acting but,
since they had fled Brussels for a safer locale, he had been
forced to act unilaterally. Moreove?, regardless of,théir
opinions -he would alter none of his ordinances. Camué, one
of the representatives, then threatened him with‘asséssination
if 'he attempted to become.another Caesar, ahd the deputy- |
concluded that he would write a most unfavourable report to
the Conventioh59~ Camus need not have concerned himself with
a report for Dumouriez had sent one of his owﬁ to the
Convention.

The controversial March 12 letter was written

and intended for the benefit of the deputies to the Conven-

tion. In it, Dumouriez declared that "la $alut du peuple

‘ -
7. The deputies were Gossuin, Camus, Treilhard
" and Merlin (of Doual) .

8. Dumouriez, IV, 68-70. Louis Philippe said
the meeting saw "lively aitercations and violent recrimina-
tions on all sides". Louis-Philippe, p. 380.

9. Dumouriez, IV, 70-72; Rapports des Re résenfans
du Pe_g;e Camus, Bancgl, éuinettel Lamargue (Paris, 17935 p. 6.
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representatives in Belgium.7 On protesting his authoritar-
ianism,‘he allegedly responded by telling'them that all laws
were secondary ﬁo public safety; that the Convention did not
understand the situation in Belgium, having been misled by'
false reports from its representativesj that he ﬁeld the
responsibility for the army and the reoccupation of Belgium;
and that he would have consulted with tﬁeﬁ before acting but,
since they had fled Brussels for a'safer locale, he had been
forced to act unilaterally. Moreove?, regardless of their
opinions -he would alter none of his ordinances. Camus, one

of the representatives, then threatened him with asséssination
if he attempted to become another Caesar, afd the deputy-
concluded that he would write a most unfavourable report to
the Conventiof:’ . Camus need not have concerned himself with
a report for Dumouriez had sent one of his owﬁ to the )
Convention. |

The controversial March 12 letter was written

and intended for the benefit of the deputies to the Conven-

tion. In it, Dumouriez declared that "la Salut du peuple

‘ -
7. The deputies were Gossuin, Camus, Treilhard

“and Merlin (of Douai).

8. Dumouriez, IV, 68-70. Louis Philippe said
the meeting saw "lively aitercations and violent recrimina-
tions on all sides". Louis~Philippe, p. 380.

. 9. Dumouriez, IV, 70-72; R orts des Representans
du Peuple Camus, Bancgl, ég;nette, Lamargue (Paris, 1796), p. 6.
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gﬁ&_la_lgi_ﬁnpxémg" end that, accordingly, the actions he had

’
taken in Belgium were necgssary to save the army and the honour .

and security of the Republic.1o

The letter accused the re-
presentatives on mission of remittgg misleading reports
and it accused the commissars of trampling on Belgian rights,
insulting religion, and of pillaging the countryside.  As a
result of th? false reports, the‘!bnvention had been unaware
of the.degree of alienation felt by the Belgians towards the
French and the tyranny of the commi;sars had remained un-
checked.11 |
This combination of poor commuﬁication and»ﬁyranny;

he continued, had caused the Belgians, spurred on by their
priests, to arm aéainst the French. Regretably, '"c'est pour

. E v ' A Q".

Cambon and Pache were singled out for criticism in the letter

12

for their respective flnancial and military policies and
Dumouriez reminded fhe deputies of his four memoranda which,
if they had been acted upon, had contalned all that was
necessary to remedy the current problems. 3 The letter con-

cluded on a con0111atory, if flrm, note:

10, Dumouriez, IV, 408y 412.
11. Ibid., 410-411.

12. Ibid., 412.

13. Ibid., 409-410..

ek Wl
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En ce moment, vous tenez dans vos mains le
sort de l'empire, et Je suls persuadé& que

la vérite et la vertu conduiront vos
décisions, et que vous ne-souffrirez pas que
vos armées solent souillées par le crime,

et en deviennent les victims.1u

The letter arrived four days after the M

~mysterious uprising of March 9-10vin Paris, which had intro-

duced the demand that the Convention be purged of certailn

"unfaithful deputies", and it saw the destruction of the

printing press of Brissot's Pgtriote fzan;gigg.15 This
'
uprising and the news of French set-backs in Belgium had (/

the effect of intensifying conflicts in the Convention and

bf ﬁoving the Republic to enact legislation to cope with

16 .
the new crisis. Dumouriez's letter, in this context, was

‘pogentially explosive and the acting President, Bréard,

refused to read it to the Convention, referrimg it instead

'

1%, Ibid., W#12. e

_ 15, Sydenham, Ihe French Revolution, pp. 14i-
145. Ironically, as it.developed, in one of the first
issues of the Patriote thereafter, March 12, the Brissotins
claimed Dumouriez's association: '"Dumouriez loves his
country, he will save it in company with the republicans,
he will not destroy it in company with the anarchists".

™ Translated and quoted in Ellery’, p. 333.

16. See page 142.
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to the qumittee of Qenéral‘Defence.17 At the Committee,
Robespierre and Bar®re ufged the immediate arrest of
Dumouriez, but Danton and Delacroix: cautioned agalinst this,
arguing that Dumouriez's:military talents were essential

* to the‘Republic.18 Vowing to obtain a retraction of the
letter or to qFag the rebelliocus genera% back to Paris,

Danton and Delacroix gained a reprieve for Dumouriez from

! ) the Committee, and set off for Belgium.19

It is difficult to assess Danton's actions #h
defending Dumouriez in relation to, in this instance, the
demands by Robespilerre and Barere that Dumoﬁriez be arrested.
This difficulty arises from the fact that Dumouriez had ’

received overwhelming support in the Convention and, though
% _ to a lesser extent, from reports ;ént‘by the Convention's
; . representatives in Belgium. On March 12, for example,

; representatives of the Polssonnid®re ‘'section of Paris had

presented a petition to the Convention calling for the

17. - Gensonné, the President, was absent from
the Convention the day the letter arrived.. Brace, p. 505,
n. 50; Archives Parlementaires, LX, 187. The composition
of this committee was as follows: Brissot P&tion, Doulcet,
Gensonné, Barére, Siey&8s, Guadet, Rowyer, ﬁeniéres, Brunel,
Lacaze, éoyer—Fonfréde and Defernon. Sydenham, The Girondins,
p. 149, n.1. To avoid- confusion in the ensuing narratiwe,
it should be noted that any deputy was free to attend the
, Commlttee s sessions.

18. Axshixg&.ﬁaxlsmﬁg&aizgﬁ, LX, 49. Chuquet
asserted that Robespierre and Barére had called for the

arrest. Chuquet, p. 179.

P e et IR R

19. Archives Parlementaires, LX, 9.
/
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dismissal of Beurmonville and the'arrest-of_Dumouriez.

"A cry of indignation" greeted the reading of

this petition with Isnard, Marat, Léonard Bourdon and Barére
*

0
all rising in turn to condemn the Eétition and its authors.2

A second petition read the sgme day, calling for the arrest
of the Brissotins and their suﬁporters,was similarly
condemned.21

Iwo days later Camus' "unfavourable" report22
arrived. This report, which was,‘in fact, two reports, one
for the Convention and one for the Committee of Genera}
Defencé, asigrted that order was 5eing restored in Belgium,
but that Dumouriez was employing extraordinary means to
achievé this. Camus regﬁgmended that the Committed be

vigilant of Dumouriez®s mctivities.2> On the 19th Camus

reported that Dumouriez's army lacked provisions of all types,

but that Dumouriez had besn taking "satisfactory" measures

. volp
to correct these pro‘;ﬂlems.2 Beumonville then reported that

<

20, 1

.32 122-126." The section retracted this
petition on the 15t \

, 127. This petition illustrates well®
ézé_ondin party'" as it listed a hal
ore-trailing off to an "etc.". -

the problem of the
dozen deputies bet

22. See page 106.
23. Archives P m . , LX, 189-190, 207.
24. Ibjid., 303.
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Dumouriez had retakenjTirleﬁont.zi”:%hen Camille Desmoulins
charged that Camus and aarﬁonville were giving the Convention
incomplete reports, he was attapked by Boyer-Fonfrdde before
the Convention passed to the o;aer of the day.26

The attitude of the Convention, before and after
Danton's defence of Dumouriez at the Committee, would appear,
therefore, to have been favourable towards Dumouriez. While
one could only speculate whether knowledge of the March 12
letter would have altered this attitude, it is reasonable
to assume that Danton's defence was neithe;\81nlster %or
isolated. The prevalent view was, undoubtedly, that
Dumouriez's military talerits were needed if the war in Belgium
was to be turned to the Republic's advantage.27 'If he had
lost his head politically, as Danton had argued, he still

had his nmilitary one.2

25. Ibid., 320.
26. Ibid., 321.

27. This was Marat's argument in condemning the
Poissonidre petition and, as his defence of Dumouriez was so
completely at odds with all he had said and written previously,
one can only accept his explanatfon as being sincere. ¢

28. Amnmﬁ_pmmm, LX, 49. Mathiez,
(Danton et. la Paix, p. 122), argued that Danton was suffi-
ciently powerful on the Committee to ensure that the March
12 letter would remain a well-kept secret. However neither

Mathiez nor Hampson (p. 105) nor Sorel (III, 347)’ considered
Danton's defence to have been suspicious.

attn bl o R L U LR et e 4 B p s P
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In Belgium Dumouriez was manoeuvering his army
to do battle with the Austrians. After his ;hitial success
at Tirlemont,29 he met the main Austrian army at Neerwiﬁaén
and was defeated. Although there was cause to regard this
battle as a victory for the French,3o Dumouriez *had to
abandon the field of battle and regroup near Louvain. In
explaining these events to the Convention, Dumouriez wrote *
that he was apprehensive about the retreat because the
Belgians had been manifesting a strong disapproval of the \
French. . Bé that as it méy, he promiseq to‘do everything in
his power to regroup the army safely and he vowed his life

31

to the service of liberty and the nation.

Dumouriez's explanation also suggested that a

large part of the problem at Neerwihden had been the lack
— . ,
of discipline among the volunteers. This suggestion prompted

a lively debate in the Convention which confirmed that Jacobin
/

[ 29. This was a minor affair, involving hundreds

not thousands of soldiers. .

: 30. Beurronville reported it as such to the Con-
vention on March 21. A P , LX, 390,
At Neerwinden the center and right flank of Dumourlez's army
had inflicted serious damage on the Austrians but his left
flank had collapsed, allowing the Austrians to penetrate the
French line. In view of this, Dumouriez could not risk a
continuation of the battle the next day without courting the
possibility of envelop ment.

31. Ibid., 390-391.~
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support for Dumouriez was eroding. Francois Aﬁbry, who

at best was a remote supporter of the Brissotins,§§1§tated

-~

g - that no army could function without discipline -ahd he urged

- y
' the Convention to enact stricter military laws.3 Lanjuinais,

> . 35

a strong Brissotin supporter, seconded Aubry's remarks.

Augustin Robespierre di§2greed with Aubry, arguing that "le

‘< 7

Co € oujours i i nos_gener

o)
32. An examination of the proceedings of t \
Jacobin Club from February to mid-March will demonstrate
: that Dumouriez was not the subject of serious criticism at
o . the Society, and that the criticisms which were made were
_given by unimportant individuals. Robespierre was accused
by Brissot (J.P. Brissot To His Constituents (London, 1794)
p. 86) in May, 1793, of having been highly critical of
Dumouriez prior to March 10; and Garat made reference in his
memoirs (quoted in Buchez and Roux, XVIII, 336-339) to a
meeting with Robespierre prior to March 16, at which
Robespierre allegedly stated that he had desired Dumouriez's
arrest in January because of his counter-revolutionary
activities with the Brissotins. Whatever the truth of these
claims, Robespierre did not publicly criticize Dumouriez
until April~1st. The "confirmation" arises from two de-
nunciations made at the Jacobins on March 17 by Desfieux and
Augustin Robespierre. Desfieux based his remarks on the
» " sons de Dumo vec lg f o Giro " and,
in particular, Gensonné, while Augustin flatly accused
Dumouriez of being a "traitor". Jgcobins, V, 92-93.

33. Aubry signed the petition of 6 and 19 June
1793, protesting the arrest of the Brissotin deputies and
their suppar ters.

34, Arc P men , LX, 392.
35. Ibid., 392.
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§gzgn§_gg§_;xalizg§"; and Marat, whose appearance at the

tribune was greeted with "MW
riene dans nos armes",” shouted out: "¢'est mol gul, de

The next day, March 22,.a report by Camus was

read téjghe Cénvention which resolutely supported Dumouriez's
suggestion. Camus largely blamed the defeat at Neerwinden

on the appatling desertion rate and the rampant'indiscipline
of the volunteers. Courts-martial, he said, were totglly
worthless as a preventive measure.39 Discussing the civil
disorders as well, Camus stateé that calm had been restored
following the disciplining of'"a few over-zealous commissars"

and the deputies' (on mission) insistence that the commissars

40

A

receive consent from the Convention for all future actions.

, Meanwhile Danton and Delacroix had met with

Dumouriez on the night of the 20th. According to Dumouriez,u1

36. Ibid., 392. /
37. 1bid., 392.

38. Ibid., 392. TheAreader'should note Marat's
use of "yog'". i

39. Ibpjd., 436.

40. Ibid., 436. These remarks are ironical when one
considers Camus' earlier disapproval oY Dumouriez's dismissal
of the commissars.

-

L1. Danton, as we shli; see, never did give a
satisfactory account of this meeting, ané if Delacroix gave
an account, the writer has not seen it.

AN
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he t31d them that he wés indignant at éhe "qrimés" of the -
Convention and that, despite their repeated réquests, he
T . would not ret;act his March 12 letter.L'r2 Dumouriez then
"alleged that Danton and Delacroix hﬁé expressed "sympathy"

for the general's complaints about the Convention and that

he, Dumouriez, had agreed fo write an "insignificant" ’
letter to the Convention to provide Danton with the appear- - _,(
ance of- having reached a compromise.)+3 Danton had not

. gained a ref;action of the letter, nor had he arrested i;r\\\

the generaly as he had promised the Committee.
Nonetheless, if Dumouriez's March 12 letter and
his alleged remarks concerning the "crimes'of the Convention
~ had held only the threat of some coun%er—revolutionhry action,
he began to act on these threats. As appears inevitably to

L]

& be the case with subterfuge, there is some confusion in

<

-

42. Dumouriez, IV, 106.

43. Ipbid., 106-107. The "insignificant" letter
. was actually a note which requested the Convention to with- -
hold judgement on his«March 12 letter until he had an oppor-
tunity to explain himself fully. Archives Parlementaires

LX, 509. 0ddly enough, this reference to the March 12 Tetter
-~ dié not invite any comment from deputies who, presumably,
had not seen the letter{ and was regarded by Prudhomme, after
- he had read the March 13 letter, as an indication that

Dumouriez now,realized his remarks to have been ill-~advised.

Réyolutions 46 Paris, XVI, No. 19% (March 23-30, 1793), 20-21.

4. Danton claimed at the Jacobins on March 31
that he could not have arrested ngouriez in the midst of

the general's army. Jacoblins, V, 117. »
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acco té of "who knew what and when". By Dumouriez's
account 6h1y four individuals, whom he did not name, knew

. L
of his plarg prior to March 27th. > Chuquet, without

~; revealing his sources, claimed that Miranda had at least

\a\§trong suspicion of Dumouriez's intentjions prfor‘to

“the Jacobins on March i1st that he had realized after

-

March 21st and that Chartres knew of Dumouriez's plans by
)+ Y

the 25th. 6 Loups~Philippe admitted in his memoirs that
., ﬁ .

Dumouriez had spoken to him.Et length about his- plans on .

" ) )
March 27th. 7 Danton, for his part, stated cryptically at

meeting with Dumouriez®on the 10th that "il p'v g plus
. . . ~> . " L8 a v
rien g esperer de Duymourjez".

" Dumouriez's plan,.as we saw in the Introduction,

" has beén the subject of some controversy. The general

4

45. Dumouriez, IV, 14. By his account hé’ old
Colonel Mack on the 27th that he intended to march on Paris
Ibid., 121. Miranda stated, and Dumouriez's editors accepted
this, that three of the four were Danton, Delacroix, and
Westermann. Ibid., 14, n. 1.

4. Chuquet, pp. 181, 185.
' "
. u7. Louis-Philippe, p. 390. . -
48. Jacobins 113, Mathiez and Hampson viewed

Danton's role from March éO-éO as a suspicious one, with a
large question mark on whether he had known of Dumouriez's
plans. Both historians concluded that Danton was awalting
events before speaking on the subject so as to ensure his
place with the victorjous party Hampson, p. 1063 Matgiez,

Danton et la aix p. 136

b

, 4
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claimed that his intention had been to come to a temporary

agreement with the Austrians in Belgium; march his army to

Paris; overthrow the Conventionj close the Jacobin Clubj.

place Louis' son on the throne; and make peace with the

'\\\"/\\\\~Nﬁ allies.)+9

) 0
N\ here for reasons given earlier, and Dumouriez's stated

f

, plan will be used as the basis for most of the remaining
\\~//) y 51 S T~

discu . . ™~ : <
A seton

~ Talks with the Au rians, the first phase of

The Orleanist d te yill not be investigated

the plan, Bgan soon after the otal collapse of the French

forces during a small battle a//Louvaln on March 21st.

52

With the knowledge of his gtat-major, Dumocuriez met with

the Prince of Coburg's represegtative, Colonel Mack, on

¢ 49. Dumouriez, IV j:\TEJ»121—122 Louis-
Philippe, pp. 390-395. Louls-ﬁhlllppe claimed that Dumouriez
had told him that he had been in contact with the Baron de
Breteuil, Louis' former representative to the foreign Powers,
since Louis' execution; and that de Breteuil had agreed to
preside over a Council of Regency, which was to act in the

king's name during his mlnorlty Ibid., 391, n. 2.

50. See page 13.

" 51. The principal aspects of this plan, the
restoration of the Bourbon monarchy and the Constitution of
1791, remained unchanged, as we shall see, through March ard
much of April. ¥ ,

(11
52. Chuquet and Sorel included Chartres in the
etat-mgior, but Louis-Philippe stated that he had learned of
‘the Austrian disesmsions after the fact. Chuquet, p. 185,
Sorel, III, 35L; #&Ftis-Philippe, p. 395.
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March 25.53 At thls meeting Dumouriez divulged his intentions
and requested a secret armistice with the Austrians. Mack
said hg would agree to the. armistice, provided the French
evacuated, Belgium and Holland, and he suggested that, to
aid Dumouriez, the Austrians might occupy a number of French
fortresses. Dumouriez refused this offer, but agreed to the
evacuation of Belgium and Holl'and.sl+ With Mack's verbal
agsurance of an armistice, Dumouriez's military coup could
commence.

- For whatever reason, it did not.55 There began,
instead, a curious series of meetings with three comparatively
unknown Jacobins,_who had gained an introduction to Dumouriez

56

through a letter from Le Brun.”” Dubuisson, Proly and Pereyre,

describeg by Dumouriez as an "homme de lettres obscur",

»
~ £y

53. Dumouriez erroneously, in view of note 52,
placed this meeting on the 27th. Dumouriez, IV, 121.

54. Chuquet, pp. 185-186; Holland Rose, pp. 176-
177 (citing Mack's mémoirsf; Dumouriez, IV, 121-122.
Dumouriez's account claimed he had promised the fortress of
Conde” at this meeting, while Chuquet's narrative said this
promise took place on April 4. Sorel and Chuquet both

argued that Coburg was delighted at the meeting's develop-
ments as his army was a good deal weaker than Dumouriez had
imagined. Sorel, III, 353-354%; Chuquet, p. 186.

55. This statement will be investigated later
in this thesis. See page 120. -

56. Dumouriez, Iﬁ, 125.
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"petit intrigapt", and "Jjgcobin trés—gmport§”57 respectively,
met with the genergl on at least three occasions between
March 26 and 27. Over the course of these meetings,
Dumouriez was exceedingly critical of the Convention, the ,
Jacobins and the volunteers, while predicting that the
republic would be short—lived.58 According to the three
Jazbbins, Dumouriez threatened a march on Paris if there

was a repeat of the September massacres and he scoffed at
their warnings that he was running the risk of arrest:

while he was surrounded by his soldiers, he allegedly
boasted, no decree would be enforceable.59 Although
Dumouriez's version of these meetings'grgued that the
Jacobins had appeared to enlist his suppcrt for a Jacobin
purge of the Convention, and that this was the basis for the

60
talks, it was the Jacobins! interpretation of theﬁgeetings

57. Dumouriez, IV, 125-126. Given these
descriptions, it is perplexing that he' should have devoted
so much time to them. -

58. 1bid., 126-128; "Procés-verbal des con-

ferences qui ont eu lieu entre Dumouriez, Dubuisson, Presl
et Perrara'", reprinted in Ré&volutions de Paris, XVT, No. 195

(Harch'35—Apri; 6, 1793), 52-56.

59. Cited from the "proces-verbal", noted above
) )

page 56.

60. Dumouriez, IV, 126. The Jacobins' account
stated that Dubuisson had led ﬂumouriez to believe that
they would return to Paris to start an uprising, but that
this was done to prevent their arrest by the general.
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iy 61
that was about to be made public.

Ha;ing all but told the three Jacobins of his
plan;, and having”concluded an armistice with Mack, it
behooved Dumouriez to act quickly. Yet the order of the
day for Dumouriez was further prdcrastjnation. In account-
ing for this untypical behaviour of a previously aggressive
individual, one need only read Dumouriez's account of his
acfi?ities during late March and early April.62 It will
be found that, despite the repeated claims he made in the
years 1794-1822 that he had intended to launch an insur-

63

rection since September 1792, Dumouriez was totally un-

prepared for the event. The army, it was true, was in a

61. It is the writer's belief that these meetings,
the presence of Proly and Pereyra, and the suggestion of an
intended Jacobin insurrection, were responsible for a short-
lived re-interpretation of March 9-10. This interpretation,

(which mag be found in J.M. Thompson, The French Rg¥o;gtion,
‘pps 384-385; and P. Gaxotte, The French Revolution (New York,

1943), pp. 252-253.), considered the. uprising to be a

probable prelude to, and excuse for, Dumouriez's mgrch on Paris.
As supporting evidence both historians remarked on the hidh
profile Danton had adopted; the implication of Proly, Pereyra

-and Desfieux, who met with Dumouriez in January, in the up-

rising; and the fact that Dumouriez's criticisms of the
Convention had begun almost simultaneously. While these
coincidental events are intriguing, one would have to concur
with Hampson's objection "that there is no evidence that
Dumouriez was plotting-yet". Hampson, p. 103.

62. This particular section of his memoirs was
written in February, 1794. Any subsequent additions or
revisions were noted by his-editors.

63.. See note 80, Chapter III.
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wretched state,6L+ but both Dumouriez and Chartres were of
the opirion that most of the regulars and some of the
volunteers would march on the ConventiOn.65 However, if
the insurrection were to succeed, Dumouriez would need the
support of one or more of Conde, Valenciennes orLille.
Without this support, Duﬁouriez's army would be bereft of
a supply base.

It is precisely in Dumouriez's account of his
attempts to win the support of these cities that his ln-
preparedness is exposed. Beyond his gigt-mgjor he had made
no effort to learn the political sympathies of the military
and municipal officials of the cities;66 and, in the case

of the departmental officials of the Nord, Pas de Calais ard

64. "The army had become an amorphous mass
where all the units were mixed up and wherein it had indeed
become impossible to exercise any command. It had to be
seen.to be believed..." Louis-Philippe, p.(390.

65. Ibid., %409; Dumouriez, IV, 163.

W .

~B6. ~For example; Dumouriez confided in the
commander of Brussels, Goguet, (Dumouriez, IV, 113) who
promptly informed Delacroix at Lille .of the conversation
(Chuquet, p. 190); an individual named Lescuyer was ordered
to Valenciennes to arrest the Convention's deputies gresent,
Bellegarde, Cochon and Leguino, and he (unwittingly?) informed
the commander of Valenciénnes, Ferrand, who told the deputies
(Dumouriez, IV, 14%; Chugquet, p. 206); and at Lille,
Dumouriez's representative, Miaczynski, had been instructed
to work in concert with Duval, who refused to assist, and
after misplacing a~second confidence, Miacgynski was arrested.
(Dumouriez, IV, 146; Chuquet, p. 207.)
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;

) 6
Aisne, Dumouriez had simply assumed they would be sympathetic. 7

Moreover, he had made an equally false assumption that the

vast majority of military officers wculd support the Conven-
tion's overthrow. This assumption cost the general hundreds
of potentially supportive soldiers who were Qarched off by
republican Officers.aQ. While Dumouriez was flounéering in
this disorgénization, time was slipping by.

This gradual disintegration of Dumouriez's plans
was not known in Paris, where anxieties were increasing
daily. As early as March 13, Petion, a member éf the Commit-
tee of General Defence, had written to his friend Miranda
for information:

I believe there is treason in our armies and

that this treason is linked with a large plot

against the republic... Tell me frankly what

you think of the situation. Reserve nothing,
I need information for the public good.69

Dumouriez's genefflship at Neerwinden, Miranda concluded

The response was‘aot encouraging for, after criticising
that ”there are many other very important facts which I would
be pleased to communicate to you, and which I am unable to

70
write." ,

-67. Dumouriez, IV, 130.

68. lp}g., 166.

69.. Quoted in Brace, p. 50k.
. 70. Ibid., 504.
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Pétion did not have long to wait for this infor-
mation. It was announced in the Cénvention on March 24 that,
on the basis of a preliminary investigation of the battle of-
Neerwinden, the deputies on mission, Danton and Delacroix,
had arrested Miranda and he was en ;ogte for Paris.71
Miranda arrivéd on the 25th ad; told P&tion that Dumouriez
had proposed a march on Paris.72 h

Meanwhile the denunciations of Dumouriez at the
Jacobins on March 1775 had led to the preparation of a cir-

74

cular addressed to the affiliated societies. This cir-
cular traced Dumouriezfs career from the Patriot Mfnistry
to March, 1793, with a view to establishing his .connection
with Brissot. While statin;g}ha?\Dumouriez had brokeﬁ with

the Brissotins over his secret expenses fund, it asserted

/xhat relations had fksumed in the fali; largely as a result
' 75

.of their common determination to oust Pache from office.
With the exception of Dumouriez's defence of d'Espalnac

‘"et autres agioteurs", and the invasion of Holland, both of

v

' 71. Archives Parlementaires, LX, 510.
N 1]

72. 'Bra@e, p.:584.
73. See note 32. \
% 4. "C d Socigte s Amis d

75. Ibid., 103..
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which were motivated by Self-interest, Dumouriez had acted _—~
6

in the interests of the Brissotins.7 Moreover, the

Brissot¥ins had employed Dumouriez, a general "sans principes

.moraux, ne connaissgnt de dieux gue 1l'gmbpition, l'or et la

débauche", to represent them in negotiations with the' King
of Prussia, the Emperor of Austria and the Stadtholder.77
The Brissotins, the circular continued, were the new members
of the Austrian/Prussian/English Committee and they had
instructed Dumouriez to abandon Holland and Belgium in

.
. return for peace. This instruction was now being carried out.78

"Brissot est le Lg Favette civil., renforcé& par les trois

irondins. Dumouri le Lg F ilitgire", "and,
concluded the .circular, all five were traitors.79

. All of which was roughly the same argument Marat
had been making since late October, 1792. Following his
curious defence of Dumouriez on Mérch 12,80 Marat returned

to form on the 19th, accusing Dumouriez and "a few" of the

“ leading "hommes d'&tat" of plotting a dictatorship

76. Ibid., 10%.
77.1 Ibid., 106.
78. 1bjd., 106.

,* - 79. Ibid., 106-107.
80. See page 110,

e
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attempt in Belgium and Holland.81 The next day, Marat re-
claimed his argument of October, 1792: '"on sgit gue

Dumourjez est une créature de 1g faction Brissotin, gqui 1!

minis vec Clavi Ro d 0
m 1 i o 0 £ s d triotism et
1 itre de jace 'ns”.82 Dumouriez's treasonous activi-

ties in Belgium, claimed Marat on the 22nd, were proved in
documents being witheld by the Committee of General Defence
because they comprised "la cligue des hommes d'étap”.83
l The Committee of General Defence, it will be

'fecalled, had \discussed Dumouriez's March 12 letter and it
had dispatched Danton and Delacroix to Belgium to obtain a
refcraction.B)+ Once again mystery must be said to have
entered the gcene for Danton, who had met Dumouriez on the °
night of March 20<21, did not appear-at the Committee until

8
the 26th. > At this meeting, Beumonville reported that

[4

, 81. Journal, XVII, No. 147 (March 19, 1793),

p. 372. The title of Marat's paper had been changed on March
14 (No. 144) to Le P d RE ique fr is

and would be changed again on March 2
tion mes co , before returning to 1]

on April 1st (No. 1?7§. For clarity and cont¥enience, Journagl

will continue to be used in the footnbtes.

82. Ibid., No. 148 (March 20, 1793), pp. 379-380.

83. Ibid., No. 150 (March 22, 1793), pp. 395-396.
84, See page 109.

85. Hampson, p. 105. See note 48 for a discussion

Y
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Dumouriez had proposed the evacuation of Belgium86 in his
latest letter to the War Minister. Robespierre, Prieur
(of the Marne) and Levasseur (of the Sarthe) immediately
demanded his replacement, while Danton, Dubois-Crance” and
Camus, defended Dumouriez on military grounds.87 Danton.
made no commernt on his failed mission to Belgium. ‘
Addressing the Convention the next day on the
subject of unity, Danton announced that Dumouriez had
shown him a letter from Roland, inviting tﬁe general "to
join with us" in destroying the "party of Péris”'and%
above all, Danton.88 This charge,#which was not further
explained, simply raised more questions about Danton's
meeting with Dumouriez. Cambon arose and demanded that the

March 12 letter be read to the Convention and he requested

of this delay. ' The Committee had been reconstituted on the
26th. Its membership was now as follows: Dubois-Crancé,

Petion, Danton, Gensonné, Sieyds, Guitton-Morveau, Robesplerre,

Barbaroux, Ribes, Vergniaud, Fabre d'Eglantine, Buzot, Delmas,
Guadet, Condorqe% Bréard, Prieur (of the Marne) , Camus,
Duhem, Barere, Jean de Brie, Isnard, Lasource, Qulnette,

and Cambac@res. ngglunlgnﬁ_dg_ﬁaxlg, XVI, No. 194 (March
23-30, 1793), pp. 37-38.

86. A report from Delacroix, read to the

‘Convention the same day, warned that unless the army received

immediate and numerous reinforcements, the Conventlon could
expect to be hearing disastrous news from Belgium. gg;ygg
EazlemaMmmﬁ LX, 561. -

.87. Chuquet, p. 192. °

88. Archives Parlemeptaires, LX, 604. Roland
denied Danton's charge the following day. Ibid., 633.

+
a
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.a full report on the current status of the December 195 decree.
Robespierre seconded these remarks.89 Buzot then adopted a
more direct route by calling on Danton to give his report; and
Birotteau, a questionable Brissotin supporter,90 moved that
the March 12 letter be printed and discuséed at a later date’.91
Robespierre countered Birotteau by stating that the issue
was pressing and the letter not very long. The Convention
voted the Cambon-Robespierre motion.gg

. The Committee réfused to comply with the Conven-
tion's demand and, when this refusal stretched into a secord
day, March 29, tempers ran short at the Convention. Charlier
began the'exchange of recriminations b§ demanding the publi-
cation of all War Ministry correspohdence with French generals;
and he was followed by Marat, who demanded Danton's report.93
When ﬁuzot reported for the Committee that it expected to
have good news from Belgium shortly, Thirion shou@gd out:

"Where are the victories?”.91+ Buzot hotly responded hy asking

a rhetorical question "Who'sjresponsible for this mess? You!";

2
s

89. Ibid., 605.° .

90. Birotteau was among the twenty-nine deputies
arrested June 2, 1793.

91. Archives Parlementaires, LX, 605.
92. Ibid., 605-606. .

93. Ibid., 692, 694.
9%, Ibid., 6%.
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to which!unnamed deputies hurled back: '"Who named the

95 '

-

generals?".
* Buzot's optimism was short-lived for, the same

day, Barnonville appeared‘at the Committee meeting to read .

a letter from Dumouriez. This letter, dated the 28th,

painted the bleakest picture of the military situation in "

Belgium thus far received by the Committee; and the ‘Letter

dismissed the volunteer reinforcements as nothing more

than a collection of "old men, children and vagabonds", who

simply added to the chaos.96 Dumouriez's letter was‘followed

by the reading of the three Jacobins' account of the%%r‘

meetings with Dumouriez on the 26th and 27th. Their acsgunt,97

which made the March 12 letter pale by comparison, caused the

Committee to take action: it would recommend Dumouriez's

8
arrest.9 However, neither the March 12 letter nor that of

the 28th would be made public.>?
14 ‘ -

95. 1bid., 695.

96. "Lettre du général Dumouriez 3 Beumionville,
d s 1 ", reprinted in

Révyo ons de Pgris, XVI, No. 195 (March 30-April 6,1793),
pp. 49-50. 4

97. See page 119.
N\

98. Cﬁuqugt, p. 194,

99. The letters were not read to the Convention .

until April 1st, by which time the March 12 letter had already
appeared in a number of Parisian newspapers, among them
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Camus duly appeared at the Convention on the 30th
and moved on behalf of the Committee that Dumouriez be
arrested.1oo This was voted. Mention of Dumouriez once
again raised the question 6f Danton's report, and he appeared
at.the trﬁ%une to. give a blustering speech that said nothing
of his meeting with the general.1o1 Lasource then stated
that Danton should not, in fact, give a report until Dumouriez
had arrixed and could respond to Danton's charges.102
Danton's silence could not be politically tenable for much
longer. )

The 0ld Cordelier recognized this fact at the
Jacobins on March 31. Here he was once again confronted with
Marat's shrill demands for a report; and he was faced with
the potentially embarassing presence of Dquission, who was
awaiting an opportupity to give his account of the,meetings .
with Dumouriez. 'O Danton seized the initiative and began
his speech to the members by stating that, as Marat knew,.he

had already made a report to the Committee, but that he would

e Moniseur (No. 8, March 25, 1793) and Révolutions de Paris

No. 194, March 23-30, 1793). Chuquet, p. 191. -
100. Archives Parlementaires, LX, 707.
101. Ibid., 717-718.
102. Ibid., 718-719.
108. Jacobins, V, 113. °
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be happy to expand upon his views. ‘Dumouriez, said

hd -

Danton, had come to consider himself‘aftér Jemdppes as being
superior to a Convention ruled by "blood drinkers and
scoundrels", an impression the general. had received as a
result of his correspondence with members of 'the party of

105%

Roland and Brissot'. However, by the time he and Delacroix

had met Dumouriez, the general was an exhausted man, who could
~J

do no more than denounce the Convention and the people from

106

the secure midst of his army. As a result, concluded

Danton, a report was made to the Committee and the Committee

107

. “had ordered Dumouriez's arrest. Ten days after the event,

v

Danton had finally spoken. “
It is clear, however, that in a short period of

time, March 12-26, the Jacobins had reinterpreted ,their

position on Dumouriez. . Moreover this reinterpretation, and

1t now appeared that Dantén was subscribing to it, envisaged

Dumouriez as a fap%ional issue, with the Jacobins defending

the Republic and the Revolution against the forces of counter-

revolutﬁgg. Conversely, and the new interpretation of
i

10%. Ibid:, 113.

"repgrt to the Committee.
105. Ibid., 115.
106. Ibid., 116.
107.. Ibid., 117. 4 ,

He had not, of course, made a
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A
-

Dumouriez Qas predicated on the existence of a converse, it
is clear that the Brissoting and some of their supporteés
were slowly accepting the fact that the Republic's leading
general was about to commit a counter-revolutionary act. ) B
As both the Jacobins and the Brissotins approached the
month of Aprii, and the climax of Dumouriez's plot, they
appeared to be in agreement on one question: Dumouriez would
have to be arrested and Wried. It is not clear, however,
whether the Brissotins had taken a stand beyond this.

The Brissotin position was slightly 9lérified
by Lasource at the April 1st session of the bonvention.
Dumouriez was the leading topic of the day. Marat began the
lengthy discussion by charging the "Brissotin" Committee of
. General Defence with haviﬁg arrested Dubui%son, Proly and

Pereyra; with harbouring "proofs' of Dumouriez's'treason; and
- « L4

he accused.¥Dumouriez of being a "creature" of the Committee
10

and the "hommes d‘éta ", 8 Lasource and Guyton-Morveau

regponded on behalf of the Committee, stating that the three

Jacobins had not been "arrested" as such, bdf“were in sdfe-

409

; keeping to prevent assassination attémpts;
- L

Cambacéres then announced to t@e Convention that

the Committee was releasing the letters of March 12 and 28,

108. Archives Parlementaires, LXI, 38-39.
’ . - \,‘4
IS ' ’ 109. Ibid., 39. The\Jachips'Were released

i a few days later, and guillotined Iﬁ'179h as traitors.

~
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respectively, and he informed the deputies that the letters

had been witheld out of "prudence", until Dumouriez's in-

 §
. tentions had become known. The proces-verbal, of Dubuisson,

™

! ‘ Proly and Pereyra, he said, had removed any doubt from the

2 minds of the Commlttee members. 110 Debate on the letters
immediately centered on the possibility of an Orleanist
plot, but Boyer-Fonfréde altered this focus by moving that
the debate be adjourned until Dumouriez had appeared at the
bar of the Convention.111 Robespierre countereﬁ that the
"order of '%the day" was to address the crisis and this

'brompted~Peniéres and Bréard to account further for the "

Committee's delay in publicising Dumouriez's Marce 12 letter.112

These speeches brought Danton's activities,

boasts and long silences, to the public view and he was

called to eccount. Danton's speech was poor, not to the point,
and anything but an explanation of his activities,113 and

this prompted Lasource to make a devastating speech in reply.

Addressing Danton's speech sentence by sentence, Lasource

110. Ibid., 39, 46. Camus said that the Commit-
tee had been afraid of the effect the letters might have had
on Paris and -that many of the deputies had already seen the

letters. Rapports, pp. 9-10.
; 111, Ibid., 48.

. 112, 1bid., 48-49. Their account was consulted
for the narrative of the Committee's meetings and, a$ no new
information could be brought to light by recountlng their )
speeches, we shall dispense with a needless repitition in the text.

T T

113. Ibid., 49-51.
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exposed the nullity of Danton's aiguments and he mentieoned
that Robeépierre had been far more alert in demanding
Dumouriez's‘arrest than Danton had been in urging restraint.“l+
Lasource concluded that Danton's activities had been very
suspicious and he wondered aloud whether Danton might have
been, and was, part of Dumouriez's conspiracy.115 Birotteau
added a thoroughly gratuitous accusation that Fabre d'Eglantine,
an assoclate of Danton's, had said at the Committee that

16

France needed a monarch.

The Mountain and the crowd in the public galleries
' 117

<

vociferously urged a submissive Danton to defend himself.
Prompted along by Marat, Danton made a thunderous speech,
designed to identify himself with the Mountain and the people,
and to identify the Brissotins with Dumouriez and counter-

.

revolution. Dumouriez was "a girondi;ﬁspneral”, Danton
Pgtriote frangai

charged, and cited the editorials of e

and Dumouriez's friendship with Gensonné as proof.118 "Yes, "

114, Ibid., 51. Robespierre's demand was made
at the Committee on March 14. See page 109.

15. M-; 52. h

116. Ibid., 52-53. N
L./
_()\ 117. 1bid., 5%; Hampson, p. 108.

© 118. Archives Parlementaires, LXI, 56-57. The
?uestion of Gensonné's friendship was in éoubt at this time
see page 95). As well, Danton had asked Gensonn& to go
with him on his mission to obtain Dumouriez's retraction and-
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134
continued Dénton,‘”they and--they alone are the accomplices
in this plot, and it is I u&? accuse them!”.119 ;ﬁe speech
built on this basis, denouncing unnamed deputies as Federal-
ists and Royalists, and proclaiminé'that there could be no
truce between the Mountain and "the cowards" who had tried
to save Louis.120 "l have entrenched myself", concluded
Danton, "in the citadel of reason. I will sortie from it
with the artillery of truth; and the rascals who have tried
to accuse me will be ground to power.’".?1 Danton had
declared war on the Brissatins.

That night at the Jacobins, Robespierre publicly
attacked Dumouriez for the first time. Dumouriez's letter
of March 28, said Robespierre, was an open declaration of war

on the Republic, and proved that Dumouriez was a "traitor”.122

L]

Gensonné, for whatever reason, had refused. H. Morse Stephe¥s,
A History of the French Revolution (2 vols., London 1897), 1T,
236. The Patriote frangaiseg of April 1st defended Dumouriez.
Cited in Brace, p. 507.

119. Archives Parlementaire, LXI, 55. Transla-

tion is from J.M. Thompson, Leaders of the French Revo ion,
p. 125. ) ’ ,

121.  Ibid., 59. Translation is from J.M. Thompson,
p. 127. See note 119. .

122. Jagobins, V, 118-119. .
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However, "Dumowuri a_deg complices mi nous':

la conspiration est en France: elle est

dans le ministre de la guerre..., dans le d

corps administratifs négligents, dans les

tribunaux qui ont favorisz les émigres,

elle est dans le Directoire des postes...,

elle est dans tout ceux qui veulent la

ruine de Paris et de la République. 123
To save the Republic, he continued, it was not sufficient
to change a minister or a general; the regeneration of the
entire government was needed and an unshakeable resolve to
prefer death to slavery was essential. 12k

This resolute attitude was not matched by
Dumouriez, who, as we have seen,125 appeared unable to act
decisively following his armistice with the Austrians. Apart
from his efforts to gain control of a secure supply base,126 .
Dumouriez had gpcupgsd himself with the writing ef numerous
letters, proclamations and orders; and he had decided that N

R ‘

hostages were essentisl to safeguard the lives of the royal
family in Paris.127 The Convention unwittingly provided the
hostages by dispatching Beumonville and four deputies to ‘

123.  Ibid., 119-120.
124. Ibid., 1+20. - .
125. See page 120.

*
.126. See page 121. In the interest of objectivity
it should be noted that the need for a supply base was occas-
ioned by Dumouriez's refusal to accept either supe}y Or manpower

support from the Austrians.

. 127. Dumourieéz, IV, 147-149.
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Belgium to arrest Dumouriez.j?‘8 Meeting with Dumouriez on -

the night of April 1st, they were told by Dumouriez that he

refused to return to Paris with them, claiming that "des
!0. ] ll\! I :]i ]:E HEH:: DEE Ji QODDQE”-129
X ) The Convention, continued Dumouriez, "domingée par le monstre
r ~ .
Mar s_Jacobins et. les indfcentes tribunes

-

oujours r ies de leurs €miss 'EJS“, was incapable of
saving him from the Revolutionary Tribunal and death. o .
Once France had a govefnment and laws, he concluded, he
would render an exact account of his conduct and motives.131
On this, the War Minister and the four deputies were arrested

~—

! ‘ and delivered to the Ausﬁrians.132 T,

-~

12877 Archives Parlementaires, LX, 707. Carnot,
later "the organizer of victory", was to join these emissaries -
n route,, but their routes did not coincide. \
{ 129. Dumouriez, IV, 154. The account given by
the four dgputies (Camus, Quinette, Lamarque an8l Bancal) was .
consulted for this discussion. It does not differ signifi-
cantly from Dumouri§z's version. Rapports, pp. 26-36.

F ‘ 130. Dumouriez, IV, 155.
131. Ibid., 156.

; 132. Louis-Philippe said that he had considered
{ this to be a blunder, but that the troops had displayed no
; concern for the arrests per se, only for the fact that the
, hostages had been delivered to the Austrians. Louis-
{ ; Philippe, pp. 400, 409. Dumouriez explained his action thus:
! ) Dumour ! i

péagg_a§au;ég_9g_1;_py&_;ﬁﬁ_ggzggz_;ylzmagg". Dumouriézfy?%,
160. : .

-
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By Dumouriez's account it was the arrest of the

representatives that had caused him to feel that the Rubicon
q.133

had been crosse It was now imperative that he act, and
he did so by‘issuing three major proc:lamations.13)+ The
earliest and most coherent of these proclamations was
addressed to the administrators of the northern departments

135 "

of France. rannie, les assassinats, les crimes,"

it began, "sont au comble dans Paris, 1'angrchie nous dévore,

et sous le nom sacré iberte& nous avo s vil
gsclézggg”.136 The Convention had responded to the increasing

natiohal dangers with cruelty, tyranny and blindness, it
charged, and, on being told these truths in Dumouriez's

March 12 letter, Marat and Robespierre had demanded the
L fd
general's head. As a result, <
Lo
je ne tarderai pas 2 marcher sur Pagis pour
faire cesser la sanglante anarchie iy,
regne. J'al trop bien deéfendu la liDerte

&

-

&

133. Dumouriez, IV, 149.

134. Dumouriez's writings during late March ard .
early April must have occupied a good deal of his time for
they were voluminous. Taken together they are a testament
to the confusion, lack of direction, and virtual non-existence
of an intelligence system that must have prevailed. In view
of the overwhelming mass of material, the writer has chosen
’the three most important documents only

L

135. "Lettre du général Dumouriez, aux admini-
strateurs des deparfements du nord", reprinted in'EE%%Iﬁziggg
de Parls, XvI, No. 195 (March 30-April 6, 1793), p

136. Ibid., 69.
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Jusqu'a present pour abapdonner cette cause.
The rejection of the Constitution of 1791, the address
continued, marked the end of stable government and the commence-
ment of crime and misfor}une: its re-adoption would end the
; ‘ internal and external wars, and begin an era of peace,

" tranquility and happiness. Orke the nation-had been saved,
it concluded, Dumouriez would resign all public office.138

Dumouf?ez made a brief and uninspired address

39

to the army on Apfil 2nd.1 A third of this proclamation

was devoted to an explanation of the arrests of the Conven-
tion's representa%ives before it addressed its purpose:

i1 est temps que 1l'armée.@mette son voeu,
purge la France des assasins et des agioteurs,
et rendre 3 notre malheureuse patrie, le
repos qu'elle a perdu par les crimes de ses
representans. Il est temps de reprendre une
constitution que nous avons jurg trois ans

de suite, qui nous donnait la Jiberté, et

.. Tk, gul peuty seule nous garantir de la licence
A et de l'anarchie dans laquelle on nous a
¥ . plonges.140.

i Unlike the proclamation to the fMministrators, it did not

! promise a swift march.

r ‘
137. Ibid., 69.

.

i - . 138. . Ibid., 69.
{ ) : 139. "Le génér Dumour i 3 1! T .
Aux bains de, Sajpt-Amand, ] mier avril on soir",

teprinted in Ibid., 70.-
140. Ipid., 70.

"
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The next day, April 3rd, Dumouriez issued his '

S~ proclamation to the nation,1L+1

which was not only exceedingly
lengthy, but it was as much a public response to various
accusations as a rallying call: Dumouriez as Foreign Affairs
Minister had not stolen from the secret expenses fund;
Dumouriez had saved the nation from the Prussian invasion,
despite Marat's charges to the coﬁtrary; Dumouriez had not
aspired to a dictatorship after Jemappes; Dumouriez had not
caused the military disasters in Belgiumj and, finally,

Dumouriez had desired peace, not war, with England and Holland.1LF2

Since Neerwinden "les Ma;gt. les Robespierre et lg secte

criminelle des jacobins de Paris" had attacked all generals,

Dumouriez above all, to‘gain their arrest and imprisonment
for another massacre.ﬂ+3

With his public reputation avenged, Dumouriez
launched his verbal assault on the Convention:

si le despotisme d'un geul est dangereux

pour la liberté, combien plus est odieux

celui de sept cents hommes, dont beaucoup

sont sans principes, sans moeurs, et ne

sont parvenus 3 cette supériorité
que par des cabales ¢u crimes!1uh

\v /

141. "Declaration du géhérgl Dumo&;iez a la nagtion
ﬁgggga%gs", reprinted in Dumouriez, IV, 237-294.

142. Ibid., 288-289. ‘

143.  Ibid., 290.

144, Ibid., 290.
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q«ever, Dumouriez was not clear in the protlamation whether

T all the deputies were reprehensible or only a few. "Quatre
o . - . . o
¥ satellites des Marat et des Robespierre", the proclamation

read in one paragraph, only to be followed in the next with

an accusation that "c¢es sept cents individus" were destroying
. k5

the nation.

This confusion, accentuated here, did not cloud

the intention of the proclamation, which was to promote the

Constitution of 1791, "l'oeuvre d'un peuple libre", and to

4

‘ 146
demonstrate the need for military intervention. If the
Constitution were restored, promised the address, internal
fighting would cease, external wdrs would end, and France

L7

would have peace and happiness again.1 To accomplish this,'

the proclamation implicitly left no doubt that the.Convention
: would have to be overthrown.

# Unfortﬁnately for’Dumourieé, the issue of these

pyoclamations had also marked the passage of time, and his

time had passed. The deputies at Lille 148 had been acting

vigorously to rally that city and the surrounding. area to

/ ‘D

145, Ibid., 291-292.
146. Ibid., 293.
147, Ibid., 293-29%.

148. Delacroix, Gossuin, Merlin (of Douai) and
Robert.
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the defenceg of the Republic,K and the same was occuring at
Vale#®iennes. 2 News of the Convention's decree of accusa-
tion of March 30 was also having an effect for, Q@spité the
turbulence of its Ei?gt seven months, the Convention stillt
commanded respect.150 Worst of all, however, was that Dumouriez
had made no effort to separate the more radical volunteers

from the regulars. The generai who had so often criticized

151

the volunteers, and who said in later yearg that "un

S jacobin dai 1 bataillon ses motions, incendiaires',
had not only left the volunteers with the main army, but had
counted on their support.153 This was totally unrealistic

and peculiarly out of éharacter.

| The result of his procrastination, since March

25, was that his éoldiers had far too long to gontemplate

the consequences of a failed march. Thus, by April 3rd
Dumouriez knew his army was wavering and, on ‘the 4th, he was
actually fired upon by three égf%;lipps-of volunteers.15l+

On the night of the L4tjr; Dumouriez met again with Mack and

he agreed to the delifery of Cond& to the Austrians. As
. ‘ .

/

149, Léuis Philippe, p. 409. The deputies were
Leguino, Cochen and Bellegarde. ‘

150. Sydenham, The French Revolution, p. 145.
151. See page 65. ‘

152. Dumouriez, III, 290.

153. Ibjd., 16%; Louls-Philippe, p. 409.
‘ Y

154. Dumouriez, IV, 16k4. '

152
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well, Austrian troops and cavalry were to march with ~

155 h

Dumouriez's army to the frontier. The next morning

Dumouriez returned to,his camp with an escort of fifty

Imperial-dragoons, where he learned that the artillery
battalions had joined the Republican forces at Valenciennes.
This fact, and the unfavourable attitude his soldiers
adopted a® the sight of their general's Austrian escort,
put paid to any hope he might have had of rallying his
army.156 Recognizing this, Dumouriez returned to the Austrian
camp. The "insurrection" wds over.

: It is easy to see, in re@yospect, the small
dangep/fﬁat this insurrection had posed for the Republic.?
In Paris at that time, however, the danger was seen as very
great and this had caused the Convention to enact legislation
to deal effectively with the crisis.'®/ Od March 10 the

Revolutionary Tribunal had been created; on the 21st Committees

of Revolutionary Surveillance had been established; on the 28th

L

155. Ibid., 172.

156. Ibid., 173-174. Louis-Philippe made no
mention of the Austrian escort, but said that Dumouriez's
gallop to the Austrian lines the day before, instead of to
hisuheadquarters, had angered the soldiers. Louis-Philippe,
p. “%13. ‘ s -

“/f’ s ¥W7. There were other crises facing the Convention,
including a revolt in Brittany and .the Vendée, and economic
problems. See, for a discussion of these crises, A. Soboul,

T Revolutio - (trans. A. Forrest and C.
Jones (New York, 197%), pp. 291-299, 299-303.

PN
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émigres had been declared hors de la loj for life and their

property had been confiscatéd; and on A;ril 5-6 the Committee
of Public Safety was created to replace the Committee of .
General Defence. This legislati%e momentum had largely

been the result of Jacobin préposals, tenaciously argued

and collectively defended.158

It is not surprisidg that,
with this clear and reasonably uhified vision of how to
counter the crisis, the Jacobins also had a clear interpre-
tation of the crisis itself. The Brissotins and their
supporters, who after all wepé unified only by Jagébin
definition, had not responded to Dumouriez's insurrection
with alacrity, decision or clarity. The delays 9f the
Committee and the implicit and, at times, explicit benefit
of the doubt given Dumouriez by the Brissotins, exposed them
to charges they could neither answer nor escape.

-

. It would belabour a point to recount speech by
*»

'
speech, publication by publication, the further evolvement

159

of the Jacobin interpretation. The circular of March 26

was, with minor variations, the Jacobin statement on the

. . : ¢ s . ' 160
Dumouriez-Brissotjh association through to May 31st.
. ! - i
158. - Ipbid., 303-305.
159. See page 123. o

160. The more important of these later state-
ments are: Robespierre's speech at the Convention (Ai&hi%gg
Parlementaires, LXI, 283) and at the Jacobins (Jacebins, Ve

>,
i

2
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P It would also belabour a point to return to our evidence,
notably the meetings of the Committee and Dumouriez's
proclamations, to aréﬁé/i&gﬁ the Brisso%ins had not con:
sciously supported Dumourie;'sfii;ns, nor had the general
indicated that the Bfissotins had ever been e;pected t&
support tﬁose plans. Dumouriez's plans were clear and
they did not include the Brissotins.

However, Marat and Robespierre never tdired in
their rem tition of a quotation from one of Dumouriez's
.Several letters to Bem'mnville,161 that cannot be ignored

¢ kgin this chapter. On March 29th Dumouriez wrote the following:

' (’ - \ dites au comité de slireté générale que, revenu
: .

‘ v ’123) on April 3rdj; his April 10th "Dixi®me lettre B ses
L commettans", (reprinted in M. Robespierre, Oeuvres completes
(Paris, 1953), IX, 378-398); his speeches of April 17th
and 18th at the Jacobins (Ibid., HES, 456) as well as those
¥ - of May 2Wth and 26th (Ibid., 521-523, 525); and the speeches
: he gave at the Convention on May 28th and 3tst (Ipid., 532,

541) &+ The speech of May 31st, spurred by Vergniaud's abrupt -

|B]

"concluez donc", is the height of the state of the art:
clest le d&eret 4! o)
Dumouriez'". Of import Jo 1l of
2, 3 _ y XVIII, Numbers 1%8,4153,
‘ 160, 16%, 1663; and Cami esmoulins' Higtoire des
- Brissotins (Paris, 179
'3/) written on a daily sbasis to Beurronville, all but divulging
his intentions, when Bsurnonville was simply turning the

: "0ui co o) o yous,..., contre vous qui
{ ; . , onspi Dumo coy | i - )
| April s 4, 10 and
- , ' , which was read al the Jacobi on
k i May 17. - ' \'/
L ‘ ‘ 161. It is peculiar that Dumouriez SMuld have
’\. letters over to the Committee or the Convention.
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&

sur les frontiéres de la France, je me separerai
en deux parties pour emp&cher, d'une part,
1l'envahissement des etrangers' et, de l'autre,
pour rendre a la partie saine et opprimee de -
l'Assemblée la force et l'autorité dont la
privation les jette dans l'avilissemetit, m@me
aux yeux des departemens.162
This was, as mentioned, seized upon by Marat and Robespierre
as further proof of the Dumcuriez-Brissotin association.

It was, however, as we have seen in Dumouriez's
words and actions’ throughout this chapter, at variance with
the overwhelming evidence denying this association. As
such, it can only be explained in terms of the date it was
written and to whom it was written. Perhaps, too, Dumouriez
had considered it worth the effort to canvas for support among
deputies that might, in his mind, have become disaffected
with the Convention. What is certain, however, is that this
statement of Dumouriez's was exploited to an unreasonable

extent to further an interpretation that did not, and does

not, correspond with the evidence.

162. Quoted from Rgpports, p. 15, n. 1.
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By agreeiﬁg to the delivery of French fortres§%s
to the Austrians, Dumouriez had committed treason. Moreovér,
he had placed himself in a cétegory that was far more re-
prehensible than that of either Lafayette or the émigrés,
as Lafayette could at least claim to havg gbandoned the
. Revolution on principle, while thé émigrés could claim never
to have accepted it. Dumouriez, on the other hand, had
worked for Louis XVI, had accepted his overthrow on August
10, had accepted the Republic, and he had won military
victories for the Republic. As a result, his'professed
: * .royalism in spring, 1793, appears not only péorly timed
(Louis had been dead for over two months) but insincere.
This sudden ¢oncern for pringiple lends ifself L Tk
to the espousal of éynical conelusions on Dumouriez's pharac?egjf.'
to say nothing of his career. Thi; cynicism is abétpgdlbyfk
Dumouriez's repeated assertions in his memoirs tha} he had
beeﬁ'ay%iting, sinée August- 10, an oﬁportﬁne moment to’ 3 j' ’
feéto$é=the Bourbon monarchy. If Valmy énﬁ'Jemapbe; had not :
brought this opportunity, how could Neerwinden? Yet, if g
this cyniéism‘isijusﬂifiabie; it is.also unfair. :
General Dumouriez warited order, and when the

Republic appeared unable to provide this ordef, in either o

” w
" civil or military terms, he came to consider it necessary
; to intervene for personal as well as altruistic reasons.

His ambition and talents were being thwarted by the chaos in
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Belgium énd in the army, and he considered the Convention
incapable of providing security, be it economic or political,
for France. The latter opinion was probably formed in
January, while the former does not appear to have been
realized until Ma;ch. Once boéh opinions had been formed,

. it does not seem peculiar, or blindly opportunist, that
Dumouriez would desire a return to the days of the Consti-
tution of 1791 that had provided, to his mind, greater

N stability and order.

| Implled here %ﬁ Bhat Dumouriez was apolitical.

Theré 1s no evidénce to support E<v1ew that he: held strong

monarchlst or republlc;n oplnlons or, for - that matter, that* s,
:iﬁlche ﬁver thought much "about the" Revolutlon. Why it had begln,
('?iwhat it had aceompllshed, and where it was headed, were

LR questions Dumouriez left to deputies and philosophers. He

was, argﬁably, a soldier first. His foreign pdiicy vie&L'
were yot new or innovative and, as a Minister, he did not
inspdre the Council with his Revolutionary goals and visions,
or he had none. ‘ ’
Consequently, his association with the Brissotins
was based on circumstance, not on common political conviction.
When Dumouriez aspired to public office in spring, 1792, the
Brissotins were among the leading eruties of the Legislative
Asseébly and, as such, were useful, if not wholly necessary,

to his aspirations. Once in office, he quickly demonstrated

1
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that he had very little in common with them, and that he

did not share their political views. As a follower of .
events, however, Dumouriez found that he could accept the
fall of the monarchy and the declaration of the Republic,

for it did not significantly alter his life, nor, apparently,
that of France's. The failure of Lafayette's coup no doubt

contributed greatly to this acceptance. These events did,

' -
‘nonetheless, renew his association with the Brissotins as

they were now the leading deputies in a governmental gtruc-' ¢

_ture that offered them far more power than the previous

one. |

Having been brought together by circunstance,
cifcumstance.could nbt fail to drive them apart. In the
absence of a solid basis, the association collapsed with
the December 15 decree. Its short life, however, doomed
both sides to the continuation of the appearance of an
association. Dumouriez owed his  appointment as Commander-
in-Chief to the support bf‘;he Brissotins, and his v;c%ories
made him irreplaceable." Thus, if Dumouriez wanted'to'remain
the Commander, he needed Brissotin support; if the Brissotins
wanted to replace him, Dumouriez would have to lose a battle.

The disasters in Belgium had two effects. First,
they drove Dumouriez to adopﬁ a desperate course; and second,
the disasters were such that the Brissotins'couid not, in

their view, seize the opportunity to dismiss Dumowriez. As
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the Brissotins did not have a genuine association with
Dumouriez, they did“/ot realise the extent of his disaffec-
tion and, therefore, they adopted Danton's counsels, which
brought upon themselves th% charge that they were in
support of Dumouriez's plot. For his part, Dumouriez had
adopted his course because of the ruin, as he saw 1t, the
Convention had brought to France and Belgium. To suggest
that his plot was to restore the Brissotins, the supporters
of the Eecember 15 decree, to power is patently untenable.

We can say, then, that this inquiry has achieved
its purpose: General Dumourlez was not a "Girondin" general.
His "association" with the Brissotins was wholly circumstan-
tial and, to the extent that Dumouriez's politics can be
eommented on, he did not share their political opinions.

This inquiry was, of course, an examination of
an interpretation that is false in whole and in part. Not
only has it sth;/that none of the evidence available supports

the thesis of '"association", but it has confirmed the view

‘that the "Girondin party" itself is mythical. In practice,

/4
‘when one is investigating the controversial events in Paris,

especially during the March-April, 1793, per'iod, the inves-
tigation rapidly becomes one of the Jacobin Society on the
one hand, and numerous individuals on the other. This fggt
explains the ingbility of tne Brissotins to escape the

Jacobin charges: how could a collection of individuals,
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: who knew little of Dumouriez's counter-revolutionary

activities, and whe believed in his indispensability,

~respond to a determined and concentrated attack? They
\ could ‘not.
We must conclude that the commonly aeccepted

interpretation of Dumouriez's relationship with the

"Girondins" represents too uncritical an acceptance of

the interpretation bequeathed to history by the Jacobins

mr s o s

and Montagnards in 1793.
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